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ABSTRACT 

Project Basic Effective Strategies for Teaching 
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plan. It is applicable to all subject areas and at all grade levels. 
This document contains the final technical report on Project BEST, 
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Were sessions implemented as planned; (3) How did staff rate BEST 
sessions' quality; (4) Did BEST improve instructional leadership; (5) 
Was Best considered useful; and (6) Has BEST accomplished its goals 
for 1984-85. An Executive Summary lists th3 major positive findings 
and the major findings requiring action. The appendices include 
materials and information on the following topics: (1) districtwide 
surveys; (2) staff development evaluations; (3) check of 
understanding; (4) BEST observations; (5) instructional nominations; 
(6) achievement — Texas Assessment of Basic Skills, Iowa Tests of 
Basic Skills, Tests of Achievement and Proficiency; and (7) district 
records, (pn) 
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PAINTING PICTURES OF DISTRICT PROJECTS 1984-85: 
PROJECT BEST 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

AUTHOR: Nancy Schuyler 

OTHER CONTACT PERSONS: David Doss, Glynn Ligon 



MAJOR POSITIVE FINOINGS 



1. Two thirds of the teachers surveyed indicated BEST has reinforced 
their teaching skills and helped them recognize the elements of good 
teaching. 

2. Teachers are implementing Project BEST in the classroom. Two thirds 
of the teachers report applying Project BEST information usually or 
often; 94% apply it at least sometimes. 

3. Over three fourths of AISD administrators believe BEST has improved 
their instructional leadership skills and facilitated better communi- 
cation between teachers and administrators. 

4. Nearly all administrators (91%) see a need for the strategies and 
content of Project BEST. 

5. All 1984-85 required staff development sessions and almost all 
optional sessions were conducted* Attendance wa* high at all 
sessions. Makeup sessions were made available to those who missed 
required sessions. 

6. Session quality was rated high by teachers and administrators in 
attendance. 

MAJOR FINDINGS REQUIRING ACTION _ 

1. Teachers are less positive than administrators in some of their 
attitudes towards Project BEST. Less than half believe: 

• BEST has made them more effective teachers, 

• Campus administrators have provided better leadership this year. 

2. A better system for keeping attendance at BEST sessions should be 
considered for next year. 
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PROJECT BEST 



WHAT IS PROJECT BEST? 



General Description 
Project BEST is: 

• A long-range three-year staff development program basei on JJasic 
Effective Strategies for Teaching. 

• "Eased on tFe educational research and theories of Madeline 
Hunter, others, and the Teacher Expectations and Student 
Achievement project (TESA). 

• Designed to provide teachers and administrators with a common 
language and a way to think about and plan for instruction- 

• Applicable to presentations in any subject area and any grade 
level . 

Project BEST 1984-85 

Goals , During the first year, 
primary goals were to: 



• Improve administrative 
leadership skills, and 

• Introduce the elements of 
lesson design and factors 
of motivation for effective 
teaching to administrators 
and teachers. 

Required Sessions . Three sessions 
were required in 1984-85: 



• Two three-hour sessions on 
lesson design, and 

• One three-hour session on 
motivation. 

• Administrators were trained 
first. They subsequently 
provided training to 
teachers and other profes- 
sionals on campus. 

Optional Sessions . The following were planned for 1984-85: 

e A one-week overview of BEST, 

• Two Hunter Institutes for principal /teacher teams and selected 
central administrators, 

• Follow-up sessions on motivation with principals, 

• Follow-up sessions on motivation with campus professionals, 

t Training on eight selected topics (as time allowed) such as using 
the chalkboard, seatwork, and giving directions. 



ELEMENTS OF LESSON DESIGN 



1. Anticipatory set - 

2. Stating the objective 

3. Providing information 

4. Modeling 

5. Checking for understanding 

6. Guiding initial practice 

7. Independent practice 



FACTORS OF MOTIVATION 



1. Concern 

2. Feeling tone 

3. Interest 

4. Success 

5. Knowledge of results 

6. Intrinsic vs. extrinsic 
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Development of Training Modules ; 

The Administrative Leadership Committee was formed to guide the develop- 
ment of the training modules and monitor the progress of Project BEST. 
It included central and school administrators and teachers. 

The Project BEST Writing Committee (a team of administrators) developed 
the training modules. Some materials were purchased (e.g., Madeline 
Hunter training tapes) with the rest developed by AISD. Materials were 
piloted with a Teacher Review Committee. 

Written materials, videotapes, and group and individual exercises were 
used in the training. Administrators' notebooks included instructions to 
follow in conducting campus training sessions. 

Budget 

Allocation 1984-8 r , : $67,442 

Expenditure as of May, 1985: $45,954 

Cost per Trainee : $ 10 (about 4,500 were trained) 

These figures do not include staff time. 

WERE BEST SESSIONS IMPLEMENTED AS PLANNED? 

Sessions Held 

All required and optional sessions took place with one exception. Time 
did not allow the development of any of the eight optional modules on 
selected topics like using the chalkboard, seatwork, and following 
directions. Some of these topics were covered through tapes shown on 
AISD's Cable Channel 8, workshops at schools, and in other ways. A 
handbook of BEST coaching strategies was also developed and presented to 
school administrators. 

Staff Trained 

A sample of half of AISD's teachers and all school administrators were 
asked whether they attended the required training sessions held on dates 
from August through November. The percent reporting attendance i3 shown 
below. 



Topic 


Percent Attend ina 


Teachers Admi n i strators 


Lesson Design 1 
Lesson Design 2 
Motivation 


93.4% 89.7% 
93.8% 89.7% 
91.9% 82.1% * 



♦Administrators were asked about attendance at the October 10 
session only. The session was repeated October 11 and 12. 
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• About 90S of teachers and administrators reported attending all 
sessions except motivation for administrators (82%). Lower 
attendance was anticipated at the October 10 motivation session 
because it was held on a regular school day. The session was 
repeated October 11 and 12 for those who could not attend. 

• Teachers 1 attendance rates were slightly higher than those for 
administrators. Some administrators may have opted to receive 
training at a later date on campus. 

Staff Development sent notices of makeup sessions available in June and 
August to professionals and administrators reported absent or not yet 
hired as of training dates (based on Personnel Office records). This 
system was not perfect, in that professionals not required to attend 
sessions were sent notices of makeups, and some teachers sent notices 
indicated they did attend. Also, some teachers may have missed the 
session who did not have an absence reported or who had their absence 
processed with some later date's absence. A total of 688 staff missed 
the three sessions based on these records. Of these: 

• 477 (65%) signed up for makeup sessions; 

• 129 (19%) indicated they had attended the session or made it up 
elsewhere (Region XIII or on a local campus); 

• 62 (9%) had left AISD (retired or resigned); 

• 45 (7%) did not respond. . 

A better system for documentation of attendance should be considered for 
next year. A "transcript" card similar to that used for time equivalence 
credit or a computerized attendance form are two options. 

Attendance had to be limited at the June Overview and October Hunter 
Institute for space reasons. About two thirds of the administrators 
surveyed reported they were able to attend. 

HOW DID STAFF RATE BEST SESSI0NS < QUALITY? 



Staff Development Rating Forms 

Teachers rated the quality of each session immediately after it took 
place. Ratings were given for ten qualities of presenters and the topic 
on a one (low) to five (high) scale. Average ratings for each session 
and both combined are given below. 



Teachers' 








Level 


Lesson Design 


Motivation 


Both 


Elementary 


4.63 


4.67 


4.66 


Junior High 


4.30 


4.36 


4.32 


Senior High 


4.51 


4.40 


4.47 


To ca 1 


4.56 


4.59 


4.56 
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As the chart shows; 

• All sessions were rated to be of very high quality. 

• Elementary teachers rated BEST sessions the highest, followed by 
senior high and finally junior high teachers. 

• The lesson design and motivation sessions were rated to be of 
about the same high quality. 

Although all qualities were rated high, 

• Clarity of objectives, ability to stay on task, and degree of 
organization received the highest ratings; 

• Usefulness/relevance of content received the lowest ratings 
(although still rated above 4.1). 

Administrators' ratings were available only for the motivation session. 
They also rated session quality very high (4.4 on the average), 

Districtwide Survey Items 

Two items on the fall teacher and administrator surveys addressed the 
quality of BEST training sessions. 

• Over three fourths of both teachers and administrators believed 
trainers were well prepared. 

• Three fourths of the administrators and one half of the teachers 
liked the way BEST information was shared (videotapes, 
presenters, exercises). 

DID BEST IMPROVE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP? 



Oistrictwide Survey Items 

Figure 1 shows administrator and teacher responses to survey items on 
administrative instructional leadership. 

• Most administrators believe BEST has improved their instructional 
leadership skills (83%) and their instructional feedback to staff 
(72%). 

• Smaller percentages of teachers recognized a difference. Fewer 
than half of the teachers indicated their campus administrators 
provided more instructional leadership or more helpful instruc- 
tional feedback this year as compared to last. A large percent- 
age of teachers were neutral or unsure on these items (some 
teachers may not have had the same administrators last year). 

• By spring, about two thirds of the teachers indicated an admin- 
istrator had provided feedback to them on at least one element of 
lesson design and one factor of motivation. 

Improving instructional leadership was a major goal for 1984-35. More 
administrators believe BEST has improved their instructional leadership 
than do teachers. Most teachers do acknowledge, however, that they have 
received feedback on BEST from administrators this year. Ratings of 
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staff development reported earlier also suggest most teachers felt admin- 
istrators were well prepared as presenters for training sessions. Some 
teachers may have felt their campus administrators already had strong 
instructional leadership skills and therefore did not improve with BEST. 



Key: Aqree * strongly agree, agree neutral • 
Disagree • Olsagret, strongly disagree 


Neutrai, oon't know, 
not applicable 


Administrators Surveys: 


Fall - Fall Adms. 


Spring 


• Spring Adms. 




Surveys 

Project BEST has Improved my Fall Adm?. 
instructional leadership skills. Spring Adas. 


82 


1 I 

Neutral Disagree 
15 2 
17 1 


Hy principal has provided 
more Instructional leadership 
this vear than last vear 

VII 1 J wVI VI* VII 1 V J 

because of Project BEST. 


Fall Adms. 
Spring Adms. 


44 

28 


39 
49 


17 
23 


I have provided more helpful 
instructional feedback to 
staff this year than last 
because of froject BEST. 


Spring Aams. 


72 


22 


6 


Hy campus administrators 
have provided more helpful 
instructional leadership 
this year than last because 
of Project BEST. 


Spring Teachers 


31 


43 


36 


An administrator has given 

me feedback on at least 

one element of lesson design. 


Fall Teachers 
Spring Teachers 


64 

67 


15 
15 


21 
18 


An administrator has given 
me feedback on my use of 
at least one factor of 
motivational theory. 


FaP Teachers 
Spring Teachers 


51 
61 


19 
17 


31 
23 


Project BEST 1s facilitating 
better communication about 
instruction between teachers 
and campus administrators. 


Fall Teachers 
Spring Teachers 
Fall Adms. 
Spring Adms. 


39 
44 

79 
78 


33 
33 
12 
17 


28 
24 
9 
5 



Figure 1. RESPONSES TO FALL ANO SPRING OISTRICTWIDE SURVEY ITEMS 
RELATEO TO BEST INSTRUCTIONAL LEADERSHIP. 



BEST Observations 

Administrators were given walk-through BEST observation pads to give 
teachers feedback after informal observations. Feedback could be on BEST 
or other matters. Forms were used more extensively at the elementary 
than the secondary level in 1984-85. A random sample of elementary and 
secondary school administrators were asked to turn in the;:e forms. 

A review of these forms indicated that: 

• Administrators are incorporating BEST terminology in their 
communications with teachers. Most observations received 
included a mention of one or more elements or factors. 

« Elements of lesson design were mentioned more often than factors 
of motivation. 

ERLC 5 io 
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WAS BEST CONSIDERED USEFUL? WAS IT APPLIED IN THE CLASSROOM? 

Districtwide Surveys 

Responses to survey items related to the usefulness and application of 
Project BEST information indicate that: 

t Two thirds of the teachers believe BEST reinforced their teaching 
skills and helped them recognize the elements of good teaching. 
Two thirds usually or often applied BEST information in the 
classroom— 94% did at least sometimes* 

• Less than half of the teachers believe BEST had taught them nsw 
skills (42%) or made them a more effective classroom teacher 
(42%) • 

• While 91% of administrators believe AISD staff need Project BEST, 
only 58% of teachers do. 



fievtrti « Neutral, don't Enow, 
not applicable 

Spring « Spring Adms* 

S/N » Seldom/Never 



Key! Agree * Strongly agree, agree 

Disagree » 01sagree f strongly disagree 

Administrators Surveys: Fall ■ Fall Adms* 

U/U » Usually/Often __ Some » S omet i mes 





Surveys 


X 


X 


I 




Agree 


Neutral 


Oisagree 


project BEST has helped me 


Fall Teachers 


61 


22 


IS* 


recognize the elements of 


Spring Teachers 


61 


23 


16 


good teaching* 


Fall Adms* 


84 


8 


8 


Project BEST has reinforced 


Spring Teachers 


67 


21 


11 


wy teaching skills* 










project BEST has made me a 


Spring Teachers 


42 


35 


23 


more effective classroom 










teacher. 










Project BEST has taught me 


Spring Teachers 


42 


29 


29 


new skills* 










AISO staff need the content 


Fall Teachers 


58 


23 


20 


and strategies of Project 


Fall Adms* 


91 




2 


BEST. 














U/O 


Some 


S/N 


I have applied Project BEST 


Fall Teachers 








information on lesson design 


Spring Teachers 


66 


28 


6 


to my classroom instruction* 










I have applied Project: BEST 


Fall Teachers 


60 


34 


6 


Information on motivation 


Spring Teachers 


62 


32 


6 


theory to my classroom 











instruction 



Figure 2. RESPONSES TO DISTRICTWIDE SURVEY ITEMS ON USEFULNESS AND 
IMPLEMENTATION OF BEST. 
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The goal for this first year was simply to introduce lesson design and 
motivation. High implementation was not expected immediately. Teachers 
seem willing to say BEST has reinforced their skills but not that it has 
improved them. It may be that teachers felt they already knew and used 
much of the BEST information. Administrators may see greater need for 
BEST than teachers because they: 

• Are further away from classroom teaching, 

• Need a way to assess teacher effectiveness t 

• Were more involved in BEST'S development, 

• Generally received more training overall. 

Check of Understanding 

Teachers were asked to name the seven elements of lesson design at the 
motivation session held one and two months after lesson design training. 
A random sample was checked. The result* of this check of understanding 
are showh below. 

• Over three fourths of the teachers identified all seven elements 
of lesson design correctly. 

• Only 4% knew three or* fewer elements. 



NUMBER OF 
ELEMENTS N=253 


teachers Identifying correctly 

NUMBER PERCENT CUMULATIVE % 


0 


0 




0 


1 


4 


1.6 


1.6 


2' 


3 


1.2 


2.8 


3 


3 


1.2 


4.0 


4 


12 


4.7 


8.7 


5 


.10 


4.0 


12.7 


6 


21 


8.3 


21.0 


7 


200 


79.0 


100.0 



HAS BEST ACCOMPLISHED ITS GOALS FOR 1984-85? 



BEST has accomplished its goals for 1984-85. 

• All required sessions were held. 

• Session quality was considered high. 

• Administrators believe it has improved their instructional 
leadership ability. 

• Teachers indicate it has reinforced their teaching skills and 
that they are implementing BEST in the classroom. 
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BEST trainers might work towards improvement of: 

• Teachers 1 perceptions of the ability of BEST to: 
-Make them more effective teachers, and 

-Make their administrators more effective instructional leaders. 

• The record-keeping system for attendance at sessions. 



BIBLIOGRAPHY 

Schuyler, K. PROJECT BEST: 1984-85 final technical report . Austin, TX: 
Office of Research and Evaluation (Publication No. 84.45), Austin 
Independent School District, June, 1985. 

The final technical report provides information on questions 
addressed, procedures employed, and results found in the 1984-85 
evaluation of Project BEST. 
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PROJECT BEST 
DISTRICTUIDE SURVEYS 



Purpose 

Districtwide surveys of teachers and administrators provided information 
on: 

Decision Question Dl : Should Project BEST be continued as is f 
modified, or disconti n ued ? 

Evaluation Question Dl~l « To what extent was Project BEST 
implemented? Did staff receive training as planned? 

Evaluation Question Dl-2 . Did staff consider the quantity and 
quality of the training adequate? 

Information Need 12 . Did schools provide additional training or 
followup? 

Information Need 13 . Which training sessions have been completed 
by each teacher and administrator? 



. Procedure 

Survey items on implementation of Project BEST were included in district- 
wide surveys of teachers and administrators conducted in the fall of 1984 
and spring of 1985. 

Item Development 

Fall Survey . The District Priorities evaluator met with the Adminis- 
trative Leadership Committee early in the fall to discuss the evaluation 
design. A small group of five was assigned to work as an evaluation 
subcommittee. A meeting was held early in October to discuss possible 
survey items for administrators and teachers. The group made some useful 
suggestions. These draft items were shared with the evaluation sub- 
committee (see Attachment A-l) and the Assistant Superintendents of 
Elementary and Secondary Education. The Assistant Superintendents of 
Elementary Education (the chairperson of the Administrative Leadership 
Committee) also provided some valuable comments. 

Spring Survey . In January, the results of the fall survey were shared 
with the Administrative Leadership Committee 
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A list of possible items to repeat on the spring survey was also shared 
and discussed (the Assistant Superintendent of Elementary Education 
received this information before the meeting). Attachment A-2 shows the 
list of survey questions shared. After this discussion, a few wording 
changes were made and a list of questions was shared with the Assistant 
Superintendent for Elementary Education, the Coordinator of Elementary 
Staff Development, and ORE staff before being finalized (see Attachment 
A-3). 

Survey Administration 

More complete details on districtwide survey procedures can be found in 
ORE Publication Number 84.20. Basically, fall surveys were sent to 
teachers November 8 and administrators November 14. Approximately half 
of the teachers (randomly selected) and all of the school administrators 
were surveyed as part of a districtwide survey. Spring surveys to the 
rest of AISD's teachers and all school administrators were sent March 19 
and 25, respectively. One reminder was sent both in the fall and spring. 

The items were in a pool of items randomly assigned to teachers and 
administrators—sample sizes are shown for each item in Figure A-l 
through A-4. 

The number and percent of respondents giving each option was determined 
by District Priorities 1 programmer/data analyst. 



Results 

Complete responses are shown in the following figures. 

Figure A-l: Fall teacher responses 

Figure A-2: Spring teacher responses 

Figure A-3: Fall administrator responses 

Figure A-4: Spring administrator responses 

A comparison of the responses of teachers in the fall and spring and 
administrators in the fall and spring follows. Questions sent out to one 
or both groups in the fall and spring are shown. 
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ITEM 



Project BEST is facil itating better 
communication (about instruction- 
spring only) between teachers and 
campus administrators. 

Project BEST has helped me recog- 
nize the elements of good teaching. 





Al 


N 


D 


FT2 


35" 


T3 


78 


ST3 


44 


33 


24 


FA4 


79 


12 


9 


SA5 


78 


17 


5 


FT 


61 


22 


16 


ST 


61 


23 


16 


FA 


84 


8 


8 



Al * Strongly Agree, Agree N = Neutral, Don't Know, Not Sure, 
0 = Disagree, Strongly Disagree 

2=Fall teacher survey Spring teacher survey 

4=Fall administrator survey 5=$pring administrator survey 
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My principal has provided 
more instructional leadership 
this year than last year 
because of Project BEST. 


FT#1 
ST #14 


A 

T4 
28 


N 

79 
49 


0 

V 

23 


Project BEST has improved my 
instructional leadership skills. 


FA #5 
SA#H 


83 
82 


15 
17 


2 
1 


An administrator has given me 
feedback on at least one 
element of lesson design. 


FT#46 
ST #19 


64 
67 


15 
15 


21 
18 


An administrator has given me 
feedback on my use of at least 


FT #47 
ST #20 


A 

51 
61 


N 

T9 
17 


D 

71 
23 



one factor of motivational 
theory. 

I have applied Project BEST 
information on lesson design 
to my classroom instruction. 

I have applied Project BEST 
information on motivation theory 
to my classroom instruction. 

The Project BEST trainers were 
well prepared. 

I like the way Project BEST 
information was shared (video- 
tapes, presenters, exercises). 

AISD staff need the content 
and strategies of Project BEST. 



U/02 

FT*55 -gj- 
ST#29 66 



FT#56 
$T#30 



60 
62 



Some 
28 



34 
32 



2u/0 - Usually/Often 



.Some s Sometimes 

."A 

A-4 



S/N = Seldom/Never 



S/N 
6 



6 
6 



FT#3 


77 


15 


8 


FA#2 


86 


14 


0 


FT#4 


51 


31 


19 


FA#3 


79 


14 


7 


FT#10 


58 


23 


20 


FA#10 


91 


7 


2 
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Evaluation Questions and Information Needs 



Evaluation Question Dl-1 . To what extent was Project BEST implemented? 
Did staff receive training as planned? 

Information Need 13 . Which training sessions have been completed by each 
teacher and administrator? 

Training . The fall surveys were distributed shortly after the last 
required workshop. All teachers were required to attend three work- 
shops. Nearly all (92-94%) of those surveyed indicated that they 
attended. 

Date Topic Percent Attending 

August 23 Lesson Design— 93.4% 

First four Elements 



September 26 Lesson Design— 93.8% 

Last three Elements 

October 26 Motivation 91.9% 



Of course, with approximately 3,500 teachers in AISD, this suggests 231 
missed Lesson Design I, 217 missed Lesson Dasign II, and 280 missed 
Motivation. Personnel records (absence reports and hiring dates) 
indicated that 688 professional staff missed one or more sessions. These 
staff received notices of makeup sessions scheduled for summer of 1985. 
Appendix 6 provides more details. 

Administrators had two lesson design and one motivation workshop before 
the teachers 1 training. Administrators served as presenters for teacher 
sessions. The motivation session was originally held at the October 10 
General Administrators 1 meeting (a regular school day); it was repeated 
•October 11 and 12 so that assistant -principals and helping teachers who 
had to stay on campus October 10 could attend. Although all eligible 
returned registration forms, a few did not attend. The districtwide 
survey only addressed the attendance of school administrators on August 2 
and 3 for Lesson Design and October 10 for Motivation. The percentage 
reporting attendance is shown below. 

Date Topic Percent Attending 

August 2-3 Lesson Design 89.7% 

October 10 Motivation 82.1% 



The Coordinator for Staff Development indicated some administrators (e.g. 
some assistant principals) were not on contract August 2 and 3. All 
received notices of the workshop, but some may have opted not to attend. 
Some administrators may also have received the training at a school 
presentation. Administrators who were absent or not yet hired on the 
workshop dates received notices of available sessions in summer, 1985. 
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Three workshops were also held for more limited audiences. Principal/ 
teacher teams plus selected central administrators were invited. The 
percent of school administrators reporting attendance follows. 



*The figure for the September Hunter Institute is probably low because 

the location of the workshop was incorrectly listed in the survey item as 

the LBJ Library rather than Eanes ISO— also, attendance was restricted to 
200. 

Implementation . The districtwide surveys addressed implementation of 

Project BEST by teachers and administrators. 



1. About two thirds of the teachers indicate an administrator had 
given them feedback on at least one element of lesson design and 
one factor of motivation. 

2. Over three fourths of the administrators (84%) and two thirds of 
the teachers (61%) believed BEST helped them recognize the 
elements of good teaching. 



3. Most administrators (83%) felt BEST improved their instructional 
leadership skills. 

Smaller percentages of teachers recognized a difference. Last 
fall, 44% agreed their principal provided more instructional 
leadership this year than last because of BEST (with 39% neutral 
and 17% disagreeing); this spring, only 28% agreed with 49% 
neutral and 23% disagreeing. Some of those who responded • 
neutral or don't know may not have been with AISD last year. 

In a related question this spring, 31% of the teachers indicated 
their campus administrators had provided more helpful 
instructional feedback this year than last because of Project 
BEST (26% disagreed). On the otiier hand, 72% of the 
administrators believed their instructional feedback was more 
helpful this year. 

Two thirds of the teachers (67%) agreed BEST had reinforced 
their teaching skills, (21% were neutral and 11% disagreed). 

It may be that some teachers who already considered themselves 
effective could agree with the third statement but not the first 
two. 



Date 



Topic 



Percent Attending 



June 25-29 
September 1-3 
October 3-4 



Project BEST Overview 
Hunter Institute 
Hunter Institute 



61.2% 

37.7%* 

64.2% 




A-6 
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4. About two thirds of the teachers said they usually or often 
applied BEST lesson design and motivation theory to their 
classroom instruction—94% applied BEST at least sometimes. 

Teachers were asked which element of lesson design they applied most and 
least often this year. Administrators were asked which they had seen 
applied most and least often. 

The percentage selecting each is shown below. 

Teachers Administrators 



Most Often 



Most Often 



l. 


Setting objective (21%) 
Anticipatory set (21%) 


1. 


Providing input (30%) 


2. 


2. 


Setting objective (21%) 


3. 


Checking understanding (17%) 


3. 


Checking understanding (20%) 


4. 


Modeling (17%) 


4. 


Guiding initial practice (13%) 


5. 


Guiding initial practice (11%) 


5. 


Anticipatory set (7%) 


6. 


Providing input (10%) 


6. 


Independent practice (11%) 


7. 


Providing independent 
practice (3%) 


7. 


Modeling (2%) 



Least Often 



1. 


Anticipatory set (37%) 


1. 


2. 


Independent practice (17%) 


2. 


3. 


Setting objective (15%) 


3. 


4. 


Guiding initial practice (12%) 


4. 


5. 


Modeling (10%) 


5. 


6. 


Checking understanding (8%) 


6. 


7. 


Providing input (3%) 


7. 



After BEST training: 



Least Often 

Anticipatory Set (22%) 
Checking Understanding (22%) 
Setting objective (17%) 
Guiding initial practice (15%) 
Modeling (11%) 
Independent practice (11%) 
Providing input (?.%) 



Many teachers report applying and administrators report seeing 
objectives set and understanding checked. 

Anticipatory sets are mentioned as the most often and least 
often applied element by large groups of teachers. Admin- 
istrators reported seeing anticipatory sets applied infrequently. 

Teachers' responses suggest that independent practice is used 
infrequently. 



20 
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Administrators were also asked which factor of motivation theory they had 
seen applied most and least often this year. 





Most Often 




Least Often 


i. 


Concern (27%) 


1. 


Intrinsic vs. extrinsic (50%) 


2. 


Feeling tone (25%) 


2. 


Knowledge of results (19%) 


3. 


Knowledge of results (18%) 


3. 


Interest (15%) 


• 


Interest (12%) 


4. 


Success (7%) 


5. 


Success (12%) 


5. 


Feel ing tone (5%) 


6. 


Intrinsic vs. extrinsic (6%) 


6. 


Concern (3%) 



Concern and feeling tone appeared to be applied the most. 

Evaluation Question Dl-2 . Did staff consider the quantity and quality of 
the training adequate? 

Both the administrators and teachers were fairly positive about the 
Project BEST training. However, administrators were more positive than 
teachers. This could be because administrators: 

1. Were more familiar with the rationale for the training, 

2. Were more involved in the development of the training, 

3. Were able to attend more training than teachers and hear 
Madeline Hunter in person in many cases, or 

4. Served as trainers themselves in many cases and therefore 
studied the material more closely. 

Overall responses for relevant items are listed below. Figures A-l to 
A-4 and staff development evaluations (Appendix B) also provide relevant 
information. 

1. Three fourths of the teachers and administrators (77 and 86%) 
indicated trainers were well prepared. 

2. Half of the teachers (51%) and 79% of the administrator- liked 
the way information was shared (videotapes, presenters, 
exercises) with one third (31% of the teachers) and 13% of the 
administrators neutral. 

3. Three fourths of the administrators and almost half (44%) of the 
teachers (with 33% of the teachers and 17% of the administrators 
neutral), indicated BEST is facilitating better communication 
between teachers and administrators on campus. A smaller percen- 
tage (38%) of teachers (38%) agreed that BEST facilitated 
communication among professionals on their campus. 

4. Last fall, 58% of the teachers and 91% of the administrators 
agreed that AISD staff needed the content and strategies of 
Project BEST, 23% of the teachers were neutral and 20% disagreed 
while 7% of the administrators were neutral and 2% disagreed. 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCKUOL DISIRXCT 
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RESPONSES TO THE FAU. 1984 TEACH6R SURVE* 



2. PROJECT BEST IS FACILITATING BETTER COMMUNICATION 
BETWEEN TEACHERS AND CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS- 



A« STRONGLY AGREE 
tU AGREE 

NUMBER OF 



C. NEUTRAL 

D. DISAGEE 
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F. DON»T KNUW/NOT APPLICABLE 
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3. THE PROJECT BEST TRAINERS WERE WELL PREPARED- 

A« STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E« STRONGLY DISAGREE 
8. AGREE D. DISAGEE F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 

NUMBER OF 
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4.1 LIKE THE WAY PROJECT BEST INFORMATION WAS SHARED 
CVICEOTAPES, PRESENTERSt EXERCISES). 
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5. PROJECT BEST HAS HELPED ME RECOGNIZE THE ELEMENTS 
OF GOOD TEACHING* 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
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1* MY PRINCIPAL HAS PR0V10E0 MORE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER- 
SHIP THIS YEAR 7KAN CAST YEAR BECAUSE OF PROJECT BEST. 
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10.AIS0 STAFF NEED THE CONTENT A NO STRATEGIES OF PROJECT 
8EST. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGL V DISAGREE 
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46. AN ADMIN ISTRTATQR HAS GIVEN HE FEEDBACK ON MY IMPLE- 
MENTATION OF AT LEAST ONE ELEMENT OF LESSON DESIGN. 
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL £. STRONGLY 01 SAGREE 
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47.AN AOMIN IS TRA TOR HAS GIVEN ME FEEDBACK ON MY USE OF 
AT LEAST ONE FACTOR OF MOTIVATION THEORY. 
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY 01 SAGREE 
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' 55.1 HAVE APPLIED PROJECT BEST INFORMATION ON LESSON 
DESIGN TO MY CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION. 
A. USUALLY B. OFTEN C .SOMETIMES 0. SELDOM E .NEVER 
NUMBER OF 
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56.1 HAVE APPLIED PROJECT (JEST INFORMATION UN MO 
TION THEORY TO MY OLASSROOM INSTRUCTION. 
A. USUALLY B. OFTEN C. SOMETIMES 0.SEL00J4 E. NEVER 
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57*1 ATTENOEO THE AUGUST 23 PROJECT BEST WORKSHOP ON 
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11. PROJECT 3 EST IS FACILITATING' BETTER' CCMMUNIC AT [ON 
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13.PROJECT BEST "HAS HELPED' .MET 'RECOGNIZE THE ELEMENTS 
OF GOOD TEACHING • 
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14. MY PRINCIPAL HAS ^ROVIDEO MORE INSTRUCTIONAL LEADER- 
SHI ° THIS YEAR THAN LAST BECAUSE" CP PROJECT BEST. 
A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE H 
3. AGP FE 0. DISAGEE F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 

' NUMBER OF " ' " ' ■' ■ 

RESPONSES A B C D E F 



TOTALS ' ' 6 69/965" " '~"4T " " 145 " 174 "104 " 47 ' 154 

69.3% 6.7-3 21.7? 26.3? 15.5? 7.0? 23.0? 



ELEMENTARY 410 31 38 "" 107 ' 59 " 22 103 ; 

7.6? 21.5? 26.1? 14.45 5.4? 25.1? 



JR HIGH " ~ '" 86 "" 3 "29 15" " 16 7"" 16 

3.5? 33.7? 17.4? 18.6? 8.1? 13.6? 

HiG~r sch rr? n fs 5 1 "29 13 33" * 

6.5? 16.5? 30. G* 17.1? 10. 6? 19.4? 



"SECONDARY "259 R 5*7 67' 45" ""25"" "51 

5.4? 22.0? 25.9? 17.4? 9.7? 19.7? 



Figure A-2. TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST. 
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"15. .MY CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS HAVE PROVIDED MORE iiELPFUL 
INSTRUCTIONAL FEEDBACK THIS YEAR THAN LAST BECAUSE OF 
PROJECT BEST. _ 

A. STRONGLY AGREE CV NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY "DISAGREE ~ "" M$ 

B. AGREE D. DISAGEE F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 

NUMBER OF 



I 

I 

1 

i 





kESPONSES 


A 




~~C" 


~~ D """ 


E - 


' F 


TOTALS 


675/932 


42 


165 


135 


131 


44 


108 




72 A% 


"6.2? " 


24.4? 


' 2 7V <* i 


19.4?" 


6.5? 


16.0? " 


ELEMENTARY 


42.3 


29 
6.9? ■ 


Ill 
26.2? 


115 
27.2? 


79 

""13". 7? 


27 
6.4? 


62 

" 14.7? . 


J_R_ HIGH 


92 


6 

6.5? 


24 
'26.1?- ' 


21 
2278 4'"" 


18 
19.6? 


5 

"5.4? 


18 
19.6? 


HIGH SCH 


1_5_5 


7 


30 


46 


33 


12 


27 






4.5?" 


"19.4?"' 


" 2 9. '7? 


" 21.3? 


"7.7? 


17.4? 


SECONDARY 


252 


13 

"572? 


54 
"2l'^4? _ 


70 
27.8? 


52 
'20.6? 


17 
6.7? 


46 
13.3?" 



M 
I 

I 

BP.& 

^B>? 

■ 

Ma 

.m 

1 



II 
.A 



I 



16. PROJECT" a ,EST HAS " i y ADE ME 'A" MORE EFFECTIV E' CL ASSROOM 

TEACHER. ™t 
A. STRONGLY fiGRFE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE mi 



' "8. AGREE" 

NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 


0". "OISA'GEE " 
A __B 


~"F . DON 1 T~ 

C 


KNOW /NOT 
0 _ 


APPLICABLE 

E F 


TOTALS 


667/946 
70,555 


47 
7.0? 


232 
34.3? 


209 
31.3? 


108 
16.2?_ 


46 
6.9? _ 


25 
3.7? 


ELEMENTARY 


414 


34 
8.2? 


154 
37.2? 


127 
30.7? 


65 

_15j.7? 


21 
5.1? _ 


13 
3. 1? 


JR HIGH 


90 


9 

10.0? 


31 
34.4? 


26 
28.9% 


16 
17.8? 


7 

7.8? 


1 

1.1? 


HIGH SCH 


160 


4 

2.5? 


47 
29.4? 


53 
33.1? 


27 
16.9? 


18 

11.3? ; 


11 
6.9? 


SECONDARY 


253 


13 

„5 r l? 


78 
30.8? 


32 

.32.4? 


43 
17.0? 


25 
9.9? 


12 
4.7? 



I 
i 

A>>. 

|i 

■1$ 

i 

I 



i 

i 

Figure A-2. TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST. I 

(Cnn+intiad Dana 1 n-f ft^ B; 
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17.'PP0JFCT BEST HAS REINFORCED MY TEACHING SKILLS. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

8. AGREE 0. D_IS_AGEE_ _ F . _DON »T_ KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 

... .. - W13£R nF - - 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C 


D 


p 


F 


TOTALS 


~ - 634/924 


"83" " 


"344 


"115 


51"" 


'21 


20 




68.6% 


13.11 


54.3? 


18.1? 


8.0? 


3.3? 


3.2? 


ELEMENTARY 


431 


57"" 


— - 2 - 2 - 9 - - 


""66"""' 


30" 


11 


10 






14.1? 


56.8? 


16.4? 


7.4? 


2.7? 


2.5? 


JR HIGH 


81 


13"' 


39 


18" 


"9" 


"*0"" 


~2 






16.0? 


43.1? 


22.2? 


11.1? 


0.0? 


2.5? 


HIGH SCH 


146 


13 


73 


30 


_ 12 - 


id 


8 






s.9< 


50.0? 


20.5? 


8.2? 


6*8? 


5.5? 


SECONDARY 


231 


26 


_. ~ lT5 - 


"49 


'21 


10' 


10 






11.3? 


49. 8? 


21.2? 


9.1? 


4.3? 


4.3? 



1? Project sfst has taught me new skills. 

a. strongly 4g3ee c. neutral e. strongly disagree 



B. AGREE" "' """0. OISAGEE F.' DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 

NUM3ER OF 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C _ 


D 


E 


F 


TOTALS 


684/955 
.71.6% 


39 
5.7? 


251 
36.7? 


172 
25.1? 


143 
21.6? 


50 
7.3? 


24 
3.5? 


ELEMENTARY 


423 


30 
7.1?_ 


152 
35*9? 


115 
27.2?__ 


93 
22.0? 


23 
5.4? 


10 
2.4? 


JR HIGH 


<=7 


i. 

6.2? 


43 
44.3? 


17 
17.5? 


17 
17.5? 


10 
10.3? 


4 

4.1? 


HIGH SCH 


159 


3 

L.9? 


52 
32.7? 


40 
25.2? 


37 
23.3? 


17 

_ 10_.7?_ 


10 

6.3? 


SECONDARY 


261 


9 

3.4? 


99 
37.9? 


■ 57 
21.8? 


55 
21.1? 


27 
10.3? 


14 
5.4? 



Figure A- 2. TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST. 
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TS". AM" ADM I N I S TR A TC R* "H AS ~G I V EN* M E FEEDBACK ON MY IMPLE- " ' 

■'•'ENTAT ICN CF AT LEAST ONE ELEMENT OF LESSON DESIGN. 
A. STRONGLY AGREE_ C. NEUTRAL • E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
8. AGREE * DV'OISAGEE "' *F."DON*T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 

NUMBER OF 





RESPONSES 




8 


C 


D 


_ E_ 


F 


TOTALS 


6 57/923 

ji.z%_ 


112 
17.0? 


331 
5G.4? 


60 
9.1? 


83 
12. 6? 


35 
5. 3? 


36 
5_.5? 


ELEMENTARY 


395 


97 
2A . 6?__ 


208 
52.72 


23 
5.9? 


32 
8 • I & 


17 
4.3% 


18 

_4.6? 


JR HIGH 


93 


9 

9.7? 


47 

_ J50.5 %_ _ 


12 
12. 9% 


12 

_ 


7 

7.5? 


6 


HIGH SCH 


165 


6 

3.6? _ 


72 

_J> 4_.2?_ _ 


25 

15_._2?_ 


38 
23. 0? 


11 
6.7?__ 


12 
7.3JL 


SECONDARY 


262 


■ 15 
5 . 7? 


123 
56.9? 


37 
14.1? 


51 


18 
6 « 9 ?_. 


18 
6.9? 



20. AM ADMINISTRATOR HAS GIVEN ME FEEDBACK ON MY USE OF 

""" AT LEAST "ONF'FACTCR aF"~MOTTVATlONAL THEORY. " 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

2. AGREE D. DISAGEE F. DON'T KNOW /NOT APPLICABLE 

iYJ:iBE.R" CP ~ ~~ ' ~ 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C 


D 


E 


F 


TOTALS 


676/954 
70.9% 


97 
14.3? 


313 
46.3? 


12.1? 


'10 8" ~ 
16.0? 


45"" 
6.7? 


IT 

4.6? 


ELEMENTARY 


4-:s 


80 
19.6? 


207 
50.7? 


10.0? 


50"" 
12.3? 


"19 
4.7? 


£ f 
2.7? 


JP — HTG"H 




io ' 

10.6.? 


"43 
45.7? 


"Td~~ 

10.6? 


13" ~ 
19.13 


6 

6.4? 


7 

7.4? 


'FIG'h~SC"H 




7 

4.1? 


62 
36.0? 


13.04 


3 9 ~ 
22.7? 


"""20 
11.6? 


T3 
7.6? 


SECOND AR~Y 


268 


17 
6.3* 


106 
39.6? 


. .. _ 
15.3? 


58 
21.6? 


9.7? 


7.5? 



Figure A-2. TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST. 
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29. r HAVE* APPLIED PROJECT "8EST" INFORMATION ON LESSON 
DESIGN TO .MY CLASSROOM INSTRUCT! CN. 



^•USUALLY B •OFTEN 


C. SOME TIMES D. 


SELDOM 


U •lib V Li\ 




NUM'3ER'"0'F 













RESPONSES 


A 

M 


a 

o 


C 


0 


E 


TOTALS 609/892 


~" 178""" 


224™*" 


172" 


25~"~ 


... — ^ 


68.2% 






28.3? 


4.1? 


1.5? 


"ELEMENTARY ~379~ 






37- • 


12 


3 




33.0? 


40.1% 






n a* 

u • O <j 


JR""HIGH "83 


21 


27 






2 




25. 3? 


32.5? 


36.1? 


"2 or 
J • O ~» 




HIGH SCH H2 


"30" ~~ 


44~" 


55'" 


9 


- 




2i. i? 


3 1 • 0% 


33. 7 ? 


6,3* 


2.3% 


SECONDARY ' ' 229 


53 ~ 


7 2™ 


85 




O 


« 


23. 1" 




37.1? 


5.7? 


2.6? 


3^.1 HAVE A 'PL I ED PROJECT BEST 


INFORMATION ON 


— — — 
M0TIVA- 





TIDNAL THEOPY TO MY 


CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION. 






A. USUAi.L'Y " B. OFTEN"' 


C SOMETIMES O. 


SELDOM 






»«UHB6R OF 












RESPONSES 


A 


8 


C 


0 


E 


TOTALS 675/964 


158 


257 


218 


2 7 


1 5 


__ 70.0% 


23.4J_ 


33.1?__ 


32.3? 


m 4.0? 


2.2? 


ELEMENTARY 421 


117 


136 


102 


1 1 


5 




_27.8'S 


44.2? 


24.2? 


2 . 6? 


1.2? 


JR HIGH 96 


17 


27 


44 


4 


4 




17.7*? 


28.1? 


45.8?_ 


.._.4.2? 


4.2? 


HIGH SCH 154 


23 


42 


71 


12 


6 




14.9? 


27.3? 


46. 1? 


7.8? 


3.9? 


SECONDARY 254 


41 


71 


116 


16 


10 




16. 1% 


2S.0? 


45.7? 


6.3? 


3.9? 



Figure A-2. TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST. 
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3l7WHICfl EL^MSN~T^F~L~ESSON~i5ESlG'N HAVE YOU "INCORPORATED 
INTO YOUR LESSONS MOST OFTEN THIS YEAR? 

A._ANTICIPAT_ORY SET 

'8^ SETTiNG*THE~OBjECTIVE 

PROVIDING INFORMATION (INPUT) 
MODELING 

"FOR UNDERSTANDING 



C. 
D. 
E7 
F. 
G* 



CHECORG" 
GUIOING (MONITORING) 
INDEPENDENT PRACTICE_ 
NUMBER "OF 



INITIAL PRACTICE 





RESPONSES 


A ' 


B 


C 


D 


E 


F 


G 


TOTALS' 


575/950 


119" 


123 


57 


95 


99 


64 


18 


ELEMENTARY" 


60. 5X 


20.7? 


21.4* 


9.9? 


16.5? 


17.2* 


11.1* 


.1* 




70 


76 


32 


70 


66 


35 


~ 7 






19.7? 


21.3? 


9. OX 


19.7? 


18.5* 


9.8* 


2.0* 



Jfc HIGH 


82 


20 


20 


9 


8 


13 


10 


2 






24.4* 


24.4* 


11.0* 


9.8* 


15.9* 


12.2* 


2.4* 

_ 


HIGH SCH 


132 


26 


27 


16 


17~ 


19 


19 








19.7* 


20.5* 


12.1* 


12.9* 


14.4* 


14.4* 


6.1* 


SECONDARY 


- 219 


49 


47 


25 


25 


33 


29 


i"i 






22.4* 


21.5* 


11.4* 


11.4* 


15.1* 


13.2* 


5.0* 



22. WHICH ELEMENT OF LESSON DESIGN HAVE YOU INCORPORATED 

INTO YOUR LESSONS L EAST OFTEN THIS YEAR? 

A~ANTIC IP ATORY~5ET 

B. SETTING THE OBJECTIVE 

C. PROVIDING INFORMATION (INPUT) 

D~MODEL 1NG" 

E. CHECKING FOR UNDERSTANDING 

F. GUIDING (MONITORING) IN ITIA L PRACTICE 

G7~INDEP ENDENT "PRACTICE " 

NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES A B C D E F G 



TOTALS 


567/947 


207 


85 


15 


55 


43 


66 


96 




59.9% 


36.5? 


15.0? 


2.6? 


9.7? 


7^6? 


11.6? 


16.9? 


ELf-.MENTARY 


335 


135 


53 


10 


15 


19 


43 


60 






40.3* 


15.8? 


_3.0* 


. .. 4 ». 5 _* 


5_.7? 




17.9? 


JR HIGH 


91 


30 


10 


3 


18 


10 


6 


14 






.__.33_.0t 


iu_o* 


3.3?_ 


19.8? 


11.0? 


_ 6.6? 


15.4* 


HIGH SCH 


136 


41 


21 


2 


19 


14 


17 


22 






30.1? 


15.4? 


1.5* 


14.0? 


10.3? 


12.5* 


16.2? 


SECONDARY 


232 


72 


32 


5 


40 


24 


23 


36 






31.0? 


13.8? 


2.2* 


17.2? 


10.3? 


9.9? 


15.5? 
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COMMENTS ON BEST 



I feel this form would be greatly improved if respondents were given 
the opportunity to add comments or elaborate on their answers. 

Many principals, for example, are strong instructional leaders who 
have long emphasized Madeline Hunter's 7-step approach- For these 
principals and their teachers, Project BEST'S greatest impact has 
been the assurance that everyone understands the vocabulary being 
used to describe and evaluate effective teaching and lesson olans- 

It is difficult to distinguish an element of lesson design used 
most or least often since they are all interrelated. These choices 
were a bit easier for me because kindergarten teachers are constantly 
modeling and their students do only a limited amount of independent 
practice. 

Please consider adding a "comment 11 section for each question- The 
information you receive should prove much more valuable. 



2. To sum up the survey, I think Project BEST is one of the best ways 
of preparing children to learn, by using the seven elements of 
Madeline Hunter's effective stages. 

3. This evaluate ry vehicle is not adequate- Project BEST has not 
taught me to incorporate any of the items into lesson plans; it 
has only given me another set of terms (jargon). This survey needs 
a place for comments. 

4. I worked under the "Hunter" model tn Los Anqeles, California before 
it*was discarded there— twenty years ago. (Reagan administrators 
were always competent "before" BEST.) 



Figure A-2. TEACHER RESPONSES TO SPRING SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST. 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL 0 ISIR f Cf 
OFFICE OF RESEARCH AND EVALUATION 

RESPONSES TO THE FALL 1984 ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY 



1. PROJECT BEST IS FACILITATING BETTER COMMUNICATION 
BETWEEN TEACHERS AND CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS. 



A* STRONGLY AGREE 
B. AGREE 

NUMBER OF 



C. NEUTRAL £• STRONGLY 01 S AGREE 

D. OISAGEE F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C 


D 


E 


F 


TOTALS 




13 
22.4? 


33 
56.9* 


7 

12. IX 


4 

6.9X 


1 

1.7X 


0 

O.OX 


ELEMENTARY 


33 


8 

24. 2X 


20 
60.63 


3 

9.1% 


I 

3. OX 


I 

3.0X 


0 

O.OX 


JR HIGH 


to 


2 

20. OX 


7 

70. 0* 


0 

O.OX 


1 

10. OX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


HIGH SCH 


15 


3 

20* OS 


6 

40. OX 


4 

26. 7X 


2 

13.3% 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


SECONDARY 


25 


5 

20-0% 


13 
52. OX 


4 

16.0% 


3 

12. OX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 



2. THE PROJECT BEST TRAINERS WERE WELL PREPARED. 



A. STRONGLY AGREE 

B. AGREE 

NUMBER OF 



C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

0. DISACEE F. DON* T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C 


D 


E 


F 


TOTALS 




14 


24 


5 


0 


0 


1 






3 USX 


54. 5X 


11. 4X 


O.OX 


O.OX 


2.3X 


ELEMENTARY 


22 


8 


10 


4 


0 


0 


0 






36. 4X 


45.5X 


13.2% 


O.OX 


O.OX 


O.OX 


JR HIGH 


9 


3 


5 


0 


0 


0 


1 






33-3X 


55.6X 


O.OX 


O.OX 


O.OX 


11. IX 


HIGH SCH 


13 


3 


9 


1 


0 


0 


0 






23. IX 


69. 2 X 


7.7X 


0«0% 


O.OX 


O.OX 


SECONDARY 


22 


6 


14 


I 


0 


0 


1 






27.3X 


63.6X 


4.5X 


O.OX 


O.OX 


4.5X 



3.1 LIKE THE WAY PROJECT BEST INFORMATION WAS SHARED 
(VIDEOTAPES* PRESENTERS* EXERCISESI. 



A. STRONGLY AGREE 
ft. AGREE 

NUMBER CF 



C. NEUTRAL 

D. OISAGEE 



E. STRONGLY 01 S AGREE 

F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C 


D 


E 


F 


TOTALS 




9 

15. 5X 


37 
63. BX 


8 

IJ.8X 


4 

6.9X 


0 

O.OX 


0 

0*0X 


ELEMENTARY 


34 


5 

14. 7X 


21 
61. BX 


6 

17. 6X 


2 

5.9X 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


JR HIGH 


10 


2 

20. OX 


7 

70.0X 


0 

O.OX 


1 

1 O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


HIGH SCH 


14 


2 

14.3% 


9 

64. 3% 


2 

14.3X 


1 

7. IX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


SECONDARY 


24 


4 

16. 7X 


16 
66. 7% 


2 

8.3X 


2 

8.3X 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 



Figure A-3. ADMINISTRATOR RESPONSES TO FALL SURVEY ITEMS ON BEST. 
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I 
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I 

i 
i 
i 

i 

1 

I 

■f 

I 
I 

i 

I 

I 

I 

i 
i 

*' i? 

I, 
I 



i 
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4. PROJECT BEST HAS HELPED HE RECOGNIZE THE ELEMENTS 
OF GOOD TEACHING* 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C- NEUTRAL 

B. AGREE 0* OISAGEE 
NUMBER CF 



E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
F* D0N f T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C 


0 


E 


F 


TOTALS 




24 
49.0% 


17 
34. IX 


3 

6.1% 


4 

8.2X 


0 

O.OX 


1 

2.0X 


ELEMENTARY 


20 


12 
60* OX 


7 

35-OX 


1 

5-0% 


0 

o.ox 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


JR HIGH 


u 


5 

45.5X 


3 

27.3X 


0 

o.ox 


2 

1B.2X 


0 

O.OX 


1 

9. IX 


HIGH SCH 


18 


7 

38*91 


7 

3B.9X 


2 

11. u 


2 

U.1X 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


SECONDARY 


29 


12 
41. 4X 


10 
34.5* 


2 

6.9X 


4 

13. 8X 


0 

O.OX 


1 

3.4X 


5* PROJECT BEST HAS IMPROVED MY INSTRUCTIONAL 
LEADERSHIP SKILLS. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY OISAGREC 

AGREE 0. OISAGEE F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 
NUMBER CF 

RESPONSES A B C 0 E F 


TOTALS 




15 
32. 6X 


23 
50-0% 


7 

15. 2% 


1 

2-2X 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


ELEMENTARY 


26 


8 

30- ar* 


16 
61.53 


2 

7«7X 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


JR HIGH 


6 


2 

J3.3X 


3 

50. OX 


1 

16. 7% 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


HIGH SCH 


14 


5 

3 5,7? 


4 

28-6? 


4 

28. 6% 


1 

7. IX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


SECONDARY 


20 


7 

35. OX 


7 

35.0% 


5 

25. OX 


1 

5- OX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 



10.AISD STAFF NEED THE CONTENT A NO STRATEGIES OF PROJECT 
BEST. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E« STRONGLY DISAGREE 



B. AGREE 

NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 


0. OISAGEE 
A B 


F. DON'T 
C 


KNOW/NOT 
D 


APPLICABLE 
E F 


TOTALS 




32 
56. IX 


20 
35- IX 


4 

7.0X 


1 

UBX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


ELEMENTARY 


29 


16 
55.2X 


9 

31. OX 


3 

10.3X 


1 

3.4X 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


JR HIGH 


9 


5 

55-6X 


4 

44. 4X 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


HIGH SCH 


19 


U 
57.9X 


7 

36. 8X 


1 

5.3X 


0 

o-ox 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


SECONDARY 


28 


16 
5 7. IX 


11 

39* 3X 


1 

3.6X 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 
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YES 8. NO 



48-JUNE 25-29 SEMINAR A7 AUSTIN 
I ATTENDED THE A8QVE PROJECT 
NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES A 


HIGH. 

BEST WORKSHOP; A. 
B 


TOTALS 




in/ft* 


74 
61*22 


47 
38.8% 


ELEMENTARY 




60 


37 
61. ft 


23 
38.3% 


JR HIGH 




23 


16 
69*6* 


7 

30.4* 


HIGH SCH 




38 


21 
55.31 


17 
44. 7% 


SECONDARY 




61 


37 
60* 7% 


24 
39.3% 


49. AUG. 2-3 ADMINISTRATOR WORKSHOP ON LESSON OESIGN 
AT AUSTIN HIGH* 

I ATTENDED THE A30VE PROJECT 8 EST WORKS HO Pi A. 
NUMBER CP 

RESPONSES A B 


TOTALS 




6%7?b 


113 
89. 7% 


13 
10.3% 


ELEMENTARY 




62 


56 
90.3% 


6 

9.7% 


JR HIGH 




25 


21 
34. OX 


4 

16.0% 


HIGH SCH 




39 


36 
92.3% 


3 

7.7% 


SECONDARY 




64 


57 
89. IX 


7 

10.9% 


50. SEPT- 
AT THE 


1-3 
L8J 


(LA8CR DAY WEEKEND ) HUNTER INSTITUTE 
LIBRARY AT Uf. 



YES 8. NO 



I ATTENDED THE A80VE PROJECT BEST WORKSHOP: A. YES B. NO 

NUMBER CF 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


TOTALS 




46 
37.7% 


76 
62.3% 


ELEMENTARY 


60 


32 
53.3% 


28 
46.7% 


JR HIGH 


24 


5 

20.8% 


19 
79.2% 


HIGH SCH 


38 


9 

23.7% 


29 
76.3% 


SECONDARY 


62 


14 
22.6% 


48 
77.4% 



/MAUD — 

(puce, 

^ACTUALLY <4r 
Trto>jP<oJo 
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• 5UUCT* 3-4 HUNTER INSTITUTE AT THE LB J LIBRARY AT 
I ATTENDED THE ABOVE PROJECT BEST WORKSHOP: 
NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES A B 


TOTALS 




64*2X 


44 
35. 8 X 


ELEMENTARY 


61 


53 


8 

13. IX 


JR HIGH 


24 


14 
58.3* 


10 
41. 7X 


HIGH SCH 


38 


12 
31. 6X 


26 
68.4X 


SECONDARY 


62 


26 
4U9X 


36 
58. IX 


52«0CT, 10 GENERAL ADMINISTRATORS' MEETING ON MOTI- 
VATION AT LBJ HIGH SCHOOL* 

I ATTENDED THE ABOVE PROJECT 8EST WORKSHOPS i 
NUMBER CF 

RESPONSES A 8 


TQTAtS 


123/^ 


101 
82. IX 


22 

' 17. 9X 


ELEMENTARY 


61 


5i 
83. 6X 


10 
16.4X* 


JR HIGH 


24 


18 
75,0X 


6 

2S.0X 


HIGH SCH 


38 


32 
84.2X 


6 

15* 8X 


SECONOARY 


62 


50 
80.6X 


12 
19.4X 



YES 



A. YES 
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10*PROJECT BEST IS FACILITATING BETTER COMMUNICATION 
ABOUT INSTRUCTION BETWEEN TEACHERS ANO CAMPUS 
ADMINISTRATORS. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

B. AGREE D. DISAGEE F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 

NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES A B C D E F 


j 




TOTALS 98/117 

83.8* 


28 
28.6? 


48 
49.0? 


.. . 12 
12.2? 


4 

4. 1? 


1 

1.0? 


5 

5.1? 


1 




ELEMENTARY SO 


20 
40.0% 


20 
40.0? 


3 

6.0? 


4 

8- 0? 


0 

0.0? 


3 

6.0? 

• 






JR HIGH . 22 


2 

9.1? 


14 
63.6? 


5 

22.7? 


... 0 
0.0? 


. 1 

4.5? 


0 

0.0? 


j 1 * 


< 


HIGH SCH . 25 


6 

24. 0* 


13 
52.0? 


4 

16.0? 


0 

0.0? 


0 

0.0? 


2 

8.0? 


H ** 




SECCNOARY 48 


8 

16.7? 


28 
58.3? 


9 

18.8? 


0 

0.0? 


1 

2.1? 


2 

4.2? 


Mi ^ 

B- 1 




U« PROJECT BEST HAS IMPROVED MY INSTRUCTIONAL 
LEADERSHIP SKILLS. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

B. AGREE 0. DISAGEE F. 0ON«T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 

NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES A B C D F F 






TOTALS 95/110 

86.4* . 


25 
26.3? 


53 
55.8? 


12 
12.6? 


1 

1.1? 


0 

0.0? 


4 

4.2? 






ELEMENTARY 46 


12 

_ 26.1%. 


24 

_ 52.2? 


8 

17.4? 


0 

0.0?. 


0 

. „o.o? 


2 

4.3? 


1 




JR HIGH 21 


5 

. 23.8? 


13 
61.9? 


1 

4.8? 


0 

0.0? 


0 

0.0? 


2 

9.5? . 






HIGH SCH 28 


8 

28.6?. 


16 

.57. 1? 


3 

10.7? . 


1 

3.6? 


0 

0.0? 


0 

0.0? 


Wk hi 




SECONDARY 49 


13 

26.5? 


29 
59.2? 


4 

8.2? 


1 

2.0? 


0 

0.0? 


2 

4.1? 




\ 
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feERJC 
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12.1 HAVE PROVIDED MORE HELPFUL INSTRUCTIONAL FEEDBACK 

TO STAFF THIS YEAR THAN LAST BECAUSE OF PROJECT BEST. ~ 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

B. AGREE _ D. DISAGEE F. DON^T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 

NUMBER OF 





RESPONSES 


A 


8 


C 


D 


E 


F 


TOTALS 


" 103/118 
87.2% 


"~20 
19.4? 


~ "54" 
52.4? 


14.6? 


--— - 
5. 8? 


„. 
0.02 


8 

7.8? 


ELEMENTARY 


50 


~ 13 
26.0? 


28 
56.0? 


4 

8.0? 


3 ' 
6« 0? 


0 

0.0? 


- z 
4.0? 


jr'high 


21 


_.. 
0.02 


13 
61.9? 


19.0? 


0.0? 


0 

0*0? 


4 

19.0? 


HIGH SCH 


32 


21.9? 


13 
40.6? 


~~7 
21.9? 


3~ 
9.4? 


0 

0.0? 


2 

6.3? 


SECONDARY 


" " 53 " 7 


13.2? 


26 
49. 1? 


11 
20.8? 


5. 7? 


0.0? 


6 

11.3? 



22. WHICH ELEMENT OF LESSON DESIGN HAVE YOU SEEN APPLIED 
MOST OFTEN IN CLASSROOMS THIS YEAR? 
A. ANTICIPATORY SET 
8. SETTING THE OBJECTIVE 

C. PROVIDING INFORMATION (INPUT) 

D. MODELING 

E. CHECKING FOR UNDERSTANDING 

F. GUIDING (MONITORING) INITIAL PRACTICE 

G. INDEPENDENT PRACTICE 

NUMBER OF 





RESPONSES 


A 


B. 


C 


D 


E 


F 


G 


TOTALS 


82/106 
77.4% 


6 

7.3? 


17 
20.7? 


24 
29.3? 


2 

2.4? 


.16 
19.5? 


11 
13.42 


6 

7.32 


ELEMENTARY 


. .. 37 


2 

5.4? 


9 

24.3? 


10 
27*0? 


2 . 
5.4? 


6 

16.22 


4 

10.8? 


4 

10.8? 


JR HIGH 


.19 


1 

5.3? 


4 

21.1? 


5 

26.32 


0 

6.0? 


5 

26* 3? 


3 

15.82 


1 

5.3? 


HIGH SCH 


25 


2 

8.0? 


4 

16.02 


9 

36.02 ' 


0 

0.0? 


5 

20.02 


4 

16.02 


1 

4.02 


SECONDARY 


45 


4 

8.9? 


8 

17.8? 


14 
31.1? 


0 

0.0? 


10 
22.2? 


7 • 
15.6? 


2 

4.42 
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23. WHICH ELEMENT OF LESSON OESIGN HAVE YOU SEEN APPLIED 
LEAST OFTEN IN CLASSROOMS THIS YEAR? 
A. ANTICIPATORY SET 
8. SETTING THE OBJECTIVE 
C. PROVIDING INFORMATION (INPUT) 
0. MODELING 

E. CHECKING FOR UNDERSTANDING 

F. GUIDING (MONITORING) INITIAL PRACTICE 

G. INDEPENDENT PRACTICE 

NUMBER OF 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C 


D 


E 


F 


TOTALS 


"91/118" 
77.1% 


20 
22.0? 


15 

16.5? 


2 

2.2? 


io" 

11.0? 


22.0? 


14 
15.4? 


ELEMENTARY 


46 


9 

19.6? 


8 

17.4? 


0 

0.0? 


4 

8. 7? 


11 
23.9? 


10 
21.7? 


JR HIGH 


20 " " 


5 

25.0? 


2 

10.0? 


1 

5.0? 


4 

20.0? 


3 

15.0? 


2 

10.0? 


HIGH SCH 


24 


6 

25.0? 


4 

16.7? 


1 

4.2? 


2 

8.3? 


6 

25.0? 


2 

8.3? 


SECONDARY 


45 


11 
24.4? 


" 7 
15.6? 


2 

4.4? 


6 

13.3? 


9 

20.0? 


4 

8.9? 



24. WHICH FACTOR OF MOTIVATION THEORY HAVE YOU SEEN 
APPLIED MOST OFTEN IN CLASSROOMS THIS YEAR? 



A. CONCERN 

8. FEELING TONE 

C. INTEREST 

NUMBER OF 



0. SUCCESS 

E. KNOWLEDGE OF RESULTS 

F. INTRINSIC VS. EXTRINSIC 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C 


. D 


E 


F 


TOTALS 


100/116 
86.2% 


27 
27.0? 


25 
25.0? 


12 
12.0? 


12 
12.0? 


18 
18.0? 


6 

6.0? 


ELEMENTARY 


46 


10 
21.7? 


10 
2J.7? 


7 

15.2? 


9 

19, 6? 


6 

13.0? 


4 

8.7? 


JR HIGH 


19 


7 

36. 8? 


5 

26.3? 


3 

15.8? 


' 0 
0.0? 


4 

21.1? 


0 

0.0? 


HIGH SCH 


34 


10 
29.4? 


9 

26.5? 


2 

5.9? 


3 

8.8? 


8 

23.5? 


2 

5.9? 


SECONDARY 


54 " " " 


17 
31.5? 


15 
27.8? 


9.3? 


3 

5.6? 


12 
22.2? 


2 

3.7? 
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2 5« WHICH FACTOR OF MOTIVATION THEORY HAVE YOU SEEN 
APPLIED LEAST OFTEN IN CLASSROOMS THIS YEAR? 



A. CONCERN 

B. FEELING TONE 

C. INTEREST 

NUMBER OF 

RESPONSES 



TOTALS 
ELEMENTARY 
JR HIGH 
HIGH SCH 
SECONDARY 



.100/122 

24 

30 
54 



D. SUCCESS 

E. KNOWLEDGE OF RESULTS 

F. INTRINSIC VS. EXTRINSIC 



.. 3 
3.0? 

2 

4, 3? 

0 

0.0* 

1 

3.3? 
I 

1.9* 



B 
6 

6.0% 

2 

4.3* 
0 

0.0? 

4 

13* 3% 
4 

7.4* 



15 
15.0* 

8 

17.4* 
3 

12.5* 
4 

1 3-3* 
7 

13.0* 



7 

7. 0* 

2 

4.3* 
2 

8. 3* 

3 

10. 0* 

5 

9.3* 



19 
19.0? 

11 
23.9* 

3 

12.5? 
5 

16.7? 
8 

14.8? 



50 
50.0? 
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45.7* 

16 
66.7* 

13 
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53.7? 
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Attachment A-l 
(Page 1 of 4} 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



October 19, 1984 



TO: 



BEST Evaluation Committee 
Nancy Sottlyler S\ 



FROM: 




SUBJECT: Project BEST Questions 



Your comments the other day were very helpful. I have revised the survey 
items based on our discussion. Our timeline is tight (the survey will go 
out around October 30), so please look over the items and call me at 
458-1228 by October 24 if you see any major problems. Put yourself in 
the place of a teacher and/or administrator as you review each item and 
see if you can answer them. 

Thanks for year help. 

NS:rrf 
Attachment 

Persons Addressed: Mike Pool 



Mike Hydak 
Mike Perez 
Yolanda Leo 



Approved: ^ 





Director, Office of^ Research and Evaluation 



A-29 



42 



Attachment W-l^Kf 
84.45 (Page 2 of 4) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Division of Instruction 
Department of Elsmsntary Education 
October 16, 1984 



0 



TO: Dr. Glynn Ligon 



FROM: Ruth MacAllister 



SUBJECT: Another BEST Question for Survey 

My principal has provided^instructional leadership this yttt^ U* - 



'Project BEST will facilitate better communication between principals 
and teachers. " 



Project BEST will help teacher^and administrators work together. u 




o<2- 



^U~j!~UZ« hxc^c^t.^ SU*g*~<st> 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



A- 30 ^ 



BEST COPY AVAILABLfc 

84.45 

DISTRICTWIDE SURVEY QUESTIONS 
FROM NANCY SCHUYLER 



Attachment A-l 
(Page 3 of 4) 



KEY: T - TEACHER SURVEY 

A - ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY 



SA-STRONGLY AGREE 

A - AGREE 

N - NEUTRAL 

0 - DISAGREE 

SD - STRONGLY DISAGREE 



GROUP 



QUESTION 



RESPONSES 




T,A 1. There is a need for Project BEST. 

T,A 2. The concent and strategies shared 
Project BEST workshops have been 
worthwhile. 

T,A 3. I liked the method through which 

.Project BEST information was 
shared (videotapes, presenters, 
exercises) • 

T,A 4. Project BEST has helped me to 
recognize the elements of good 
teaching. 



Project BEST has improved my 
instructional leadership skills. 

Observations in my classroom 
made by the principal end/er 
♦ess±sea»e-£*4ne±pai have reflected 
Project BEST concepts. 

I have applied Project BEST infor- 
mation on lesson design to my 
classroom instruction. 



SA A N D SD NA 



SA A N D SD NA 



SA A N D SD NA 



SA A N D SD NA 



SA A N D SD NA 



SA A N D SD NA 

OFTEN 

FREQUENTLY 

SOMETIMES 

A FEW TIMES 

NEVER NA 



, ERIC 



8. I have applied Project BEST infor- " 
station on motivational theory to 

my classroom instruction. 

9. I attend^iiU^^aityiict 
BEST workshop on my campus covering 

the first' four elements of lesson design. 

10. I attended the September 26 Project BEST 
workshop held at my campus covering the 
last three elements, of lesson design. 



Yes No Don't Know 



Yes No Don't Know 



■ Attachment A-l 
v- 84.45 (Page 4 of 4) 

/ T 11. I attended the Oct. 26 Project BEST 

m n workshop on motivation held at my campus. Yes "No Don't Know 

A I attended the following Project BEST workshops: 

I 12. June 25-29 workshop at Austin High 

■ 13. August 2-3 Administrator Workshop 

at Austin High on Les son Design 

■ 14. * Hunter Institute 35 kept. 1-3 at 
| the LBJ Library and UT 

15. October 3-4 Hunter Institute at 
m the LBJ Library and UT 

| 16. October 10 General Administrators' 

Meeting at LBS on Motivation 



it it it 

it ft n 

it it H 

tt fi it 

it fi it 



"if* . 




pa 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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Attachment A-2 
AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT (Page 1 Of 2) 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



January 10, 1985 




TO: Ruth MacAllister 

FROM: Nancy Schuj#er 

SUBJECT: Project BEST— 

Possible Spring Survey Items 



We are considering one new item for the districtwide spring 
survey related to Project BEST, 

Item Audience 

My principal/ as st. principal has Teachers 
provided followup information on 
Project BEST beyond that provided 
in districtwide workshops, 

My suggestions for fall survey items that might be worth repeating 
are shown on the attached sheet. We may not want to include all of 
them. What do you think? Please return the sheet with your 
comments or ideas. 

• 

NS:rg 

Attachment 



APPROVED: 



-VTt 



Director, Researdr'and -Evaluation 



3J8AJIAVA m 



J i 
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Possible Repeat 
Districtwide Survey Items 



Attachment A-2 
(Page 2 of 2) 



Item 



Audience* 



My principal has provider more instructional leadership 
this year than last year because of Project BEST. 

a. Strongly agree d. Disagree 

b. Agree e« Strongly disagree 

c. Neutral f. Don't know/not applicable 

Project BEST is facilitating better communication 
between teachers and campus administrators, 
a-f responses are the same as above. 

Project BEST has helped me recognize the elements of 
good teaching, 
a-f responses are the same as above. 

An administrator has given me feedback, on my imple- 
mentation of at least one element of lesson design, 
a-f responses are the same as above. 

An administrator has given me feedback on my use of 
at lease one factor of motivation theory, 
a-f responses are the same as above. 

I have applied Project BEST information on lesson 
design to my classroom instruction. 

a. Usually d. Seldon 

b. Often e. Never 

c. Sometimes 

I have applied Project BEST information on motivation 
theory to my classroom instruction, 
a-e responses are the same as above. 



Teachers #2 
Administrators #5 



Teachers #2 
Administrators //l 



Teachers //5 
Administrators //4 



Teachers #46 



Teachers £47 



Teachers #55 



Teachers //56 



* Item numbers are from fall survey 
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Attachment A-3 
(Page 1 of 7) 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



January 24, 1985 



TO: 




David D. 



Elaine J. 



FROM: 



SUBJECT: BEST Survey Items 

I have attached my recommendations of survey items on BEST for spring. 
I put them on the fall list so you could see the cuts. Let me know if 
there are "too many" teacher items or if there are other areas of concern. 
Ruth MacAllister will have a chance to review these, right? I'd also 
like to show them to Yolanda Leo (who f s on the evaluation subcommittee) 
if there's time once you f ve looked them over. 

NS:lg 
Attachment 



48 
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AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL OISTRICT 
OFFICE OF RfcSE-ARCM AND EVALUATION 



'\ ; \ i • : v< jrAttachment A-3 
' *(Page 2 of 7) 



tr t~*3 



RESPONSES TO THE FAl(^1984 TEACHER SURVEY^) 



L2.P(tfJjECT BEST IS FACILITATING BETTER COMMUNICATION 
BETWEEN TEACHERS ANO CAMPUS ADMINISTRATORS. 



A. STRONGLY AGREE 



C. NEUTRAL 



E • STRONGLY 01 SAGREE 



8. AGR 


EE 


0. OISAGEE 


F. OON'T 


KNOW/NOT 


APPLICABLE 




NUMBER OF 
















RESPONSES 


A 


a 


C 


0 


E 


F 


TOTALS 


244 


15 


81 


76 


48 


20 


4 






6. IX 


33.2X 


31. IX 


19.7X 


*.2X 


1.6X 


ELEMENTARY 


141 


12 


46 


46 


27 


6 


4 






8.5X 


32. 6% 


32. 6X 


19. IX 


4.3X 


2.8X 


JR- HIGH 


31 


I 


11 


14 


3 


2 


0 






3.2% 


35.5X 


45.2X 


9.7X 


6.5X 


o.ox 


HIGH SCH 


72 


2 


24 


16 


18 


12 


0 






2- ax 


33.3X 


22.2X 


25.0X 


16. 7X 


o.ox 


SECQNOARY 


103 


3 


35 


30 


21 


14 


0 






2.9X 


34. OX 


29. IX 


20.4X 


13.6 X 


o.ox 



5*cC.. T 'S OAJOJ. 



THE-^OJECT BEST TRAINERS WERE WELL PREP ARE 0 



/ N A. STRONGLY AGREE 
6. A GREEN. 

• NUHI^R OF 
RESPONSES 



C. NEUTRAL pi STRONGLY Of SAGREE 
0. DISAGEG /F. OON-T KNOW /NOT APPLICABLE 



TOTALS 
ELEMENTARY 
JR HIGH 
HIGH SCH 



SECONDARY^/ 



232 



133 



28 



A 


8 


C 


0 


E 


F 


75 . 


103 


34 


11 


7 


2 


^2.3X 


44. 4X 


14.7X 


4.7X 


3 .OX 


0.9X 
















59 


19 


6 


5 


1 


32.3XN 


v44.4X 


14.3X 


4.5X 


3.8X 


0.8X 




Nil 


4 


3 


1 


0 





32.U 


39.*^ 


14.3X 


10.7X 


3.6X 


O.OX 


71 


23 
32. 4X 


33 
46. 5X 




2 

2. ax 


I 

1.4X 


I 

U4X 


99 


32 
32.3X 


44 
44. 4X 


15.2X' 


5. ll 


2 

2. OX 


1 

l.OX 


WAY 


PROJECT BEST 


INFORMATION WAS 


SHARED 







\ 



IVICEOTAPES^ PRESENTERS* EXERCISES) 



A. STRONGLY AGREE 
B- AGREE \ 
NUMBER OF 



C. NEUTRAL 
0. OISAGEE 



E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

F. DON'T KWJU/NOT APPLICABLE 



TOTALS 
ELEMENTARY 
JR HIGH 
HIGH SCH 
SECONDARY 



RESPONSES \ 
244 

127 

41 

/6 
/ I If. 



\ 26 

i a. ?x 

\ 

' l \ 

13.4X\ 
3 

7.3X 
6 

7.9X 

9 

7. /X 



97 
39.8X 

53 
41. 7X 

v 

34yiX 

\ 



3 «\ 



39.5X 



44 
37.6X 



c 


0 


E 


F 


74 


34 


12 


1 


30.3X 


13.9X 


4.9X 


0.4X 


35 


16 


5 


1 


27.6X 


12.6X 


3.9X 


0.8X 


14 


6 


4 


0 


34. IX 


i*.6X 


9.8X 


o.ox 


25 


12 


3 


0 


32.9X 


15.81 


3.9X 


o.ox 



\ 

\39 
3 3. 3 X 



18 
15.4X 



7 

6. OX 



0 

O.OX 



A- 36 



49\ 



84.45 
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/fT^ROJECT BEST HAS HELPED ME RECOGNIZE THE ELEMENTS 
^>^QF COOO TEACHING. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL 

8. AGREE O. OISAGEE 

NUMBER CF 



E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICA8LE 





RESPONSES 


A 


8 


c 


0 


E 


f 


TOTALS 


249 


30 


123 


54 


28 


13 


1 






12.0% 


49. 4% 


21.7% 


11.2% 


5.2% 


0.4% 


ELEMENTARY 


132 


19 


70 


28 


10 


5 


0 






14.4* 


53.0% 


21.2% 


7.6% 


3.8% 


0.0% 


JR HIGH 


3i 


4 


13 


8 


5 


1 


0 






12.9% 


4i. ;% 


25.8% 


14.1% 


3.2% 


0.0% 


HIGH SCH 


86 


7 


40 


18 


13 


7 


1 






8.1% 


46.5% 


20.9% 


15.1% 


8.1% 


1.2% 


SECONDARY 


117 


11 


53 


26 


18 


8 


1 






9.4* 


45.3% 


22.2% 


15.4% 


6.8% 


0.9% 



PRINCIPAL HAS PROVIDED MORE INSTRUCTIONAL LEAOER- 
HIP THIS YEAR THAN LAST YEAR BECAUSE OF PROJECT BEST* 



A. STRONGLY AGREE 

8. ACRES 

NUMBER CF 
RESPONSES 



C. NEUTRAL 
0. OISAGEE 



E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 




TOTALS 



ELEMENTARY 



JR HIGH 



HIGH SCH 



SECONOARY 



226 
128 
3i 
67 
98 



30 
13.3% 

17 
13.3% 

3 

9.7% 

10 
14.9% 

u 

13.3% 



69 
30*5? 

45 
35.2% 

7 

22.6% 

17 
25*4% 

24 

24*5% 



56 
24.8% 

31 

24. 2* 

7 

22.6% 

18 
26.9% 

25 

25. } 5% 



26 
11.5% 

11 
8.6% 

6 

19.4% 
9 

13.4% 

15 
15.3% , 



12 
5.3% 

3 

2.3% 
4 

12.9% 
5 

7.5% 



33 
14.6% 

21 
16.4% 

4 

12.9% 
8 

li.9% 



"ire '^ftt&x&Lj-*- 



9 12 
9.2%. 12.2% . 



vixi^AISO ST*Sf NEED THE CONTENT ANO STRATEGIES OF PROJECT 
/BEST. V 

C. NEUTRAL 

D. OISAGEE 



A. STRONGLY AGREE 
8. AGREE \ 
NUMBER CFn 
RESPONSES 



E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 



TOTALS 
ELEMENTARY 
JR HIGH 
HIGH SCH 
SECONDARY 



253 
128 
42 
83 
125 




20.5% 15.7% 



10 
8.0% 



53 
«2.4% 



29 
23.2% 



A- 37 



15, 
12.0% 



50 



19 
7.5% 

4 

3.1% 
4 

9.5% 

11 
13.3% 

15 

.12.0% 



3 

1.2% 
0 

0.0% 

1 

2.4% 

2 

2.4% 
3 

2.4% 



f 
I 
I 
I 

I 

1 

i 
i 

i 
i 

i 
i 
i 
i 
I 
I 
I 

I 

-'I 

I 



84.45 
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/46)an ADMINISTRATOR HAS GIVEN ME FEEDBACK ON Mr IMPLE- 
VV^*^ MENTATION OF AT LEAST ONE ELEMENT OF LES.SON OESIGN. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
8. AGREE 0. 0ISA45EE F. OON*T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 

NUMBER CF 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C 


0 


E 


F 


TOTALS 


231 


48 


100 


20 


28 


21 


14 






20. 85 


43.3X 


8.75 


12.15 


9.15 . 


6.15 


ELEMENTARY 


127 


34 


61 


9 


13 


6 


4 






26.85 


48.0X 


7.15 


10.25 


4.75 


3.15 


JR HIGH 


3i 


8 


10 


3 


2 


4 


4 






25.8X 


32.3X 


9.75 


6.55 


12.95 


12.95 


HIGH SCH 


73 


6 


29 


a 


13 


11 


6 






8.2X 


39. 7X 


11.05 


17.85 


15.15 


8.25 


SECONDARY 


104 


14 


39 


11 


15 


15 


10 






13.55 


37.5X 


10.65 


14.45 


14.45 


9.65 



S*?)aH ADMINISTRATOR HAS GIVEN ME FEEDBACK ON MY USE OF 
^ — *^AT LEAST ONE FACTOR OF MOTIVATION THEORY. 

A. STRONGLY AGREE C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

B. AGREE 0. OISAGEE F„ DON'T KNOW /NOT APPLICABLE 

NUMBER CF 





RESPONSES 


A 


8 


C 


0 


E 


F 


TOTALS 


226 


39 
17.35 


76 
33.65 


25 
11.15 


44 
19.55 


25 
11.15 


17 
7.55 


ELEMENTARY 


U4 


24 
21.15 


42 
36.85 


12 
10.55 


20 
17.55 


10 
8.85 


6 

5.35 


JR HIGH 


42 


9 

21.45 


13 

31.05 


7 

' 16.75 


7 

16.75 


5 

11.95 


1 

2.45 


HIGH SCH 


70 


6 

8.65 


21 
30.05 


6 

8.65 


17 
24.35 


10 
14.35 


10 
14.35 


SECONDARY 


112 


15 
13.45 


34 
30.45 


13 
1U65 


24 
21.45 


15 
13.45 


11 
9.85 



/551I HAVE APPLIED PROJECT BEST INFORMATION ON LESSON 
OsJoESlGN TO MY CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION. 

A. USUALLY B.OFTEN C. SOMETIMES O.SELDOM E.NEVER 
NUMBER OF 



RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C 


0 


E 


TOTALS 


229 


66 
28.85 


78 
34.15 


71 
31.05 


9 

3.95 


5 

2.25 


ELEMENTARY 


124 


44 
35*55 


44 
35.55 


32 
25.85 


2 

1.65 


2 

1.65 


JR HIGH 


32 


11 

34.45 


12 

37.55 


8 

25.05 


1 

3.15 


0 

0.05 


HIGH SCH 


73 


11 
15.15 


22 
30.15 


31 
42.55 


6 

8.25 


3 

4.15 




105 


22 
21.05 


34 
32.45 


39 
37.15 


7 

6.75 


3 

2.95 
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APPLIED PROJECT BEST INFORMATION ON MOTIVA- ( Pa §e 5 Of 7) 
^i?T10N THEORY TO NY CLASSROOM INSTRUCTION* 

A.USUALLY 8* OFTEN C. SOMETIMES D.SELOO* E. NEVER 
NUMBER OF 



TOTALS 
ELEMENTARY 
JR HIGH 
HIGH SCH 
SECONDARY 



RESPONSES 
250 

144 

38 

68 



106 



a ATTENOEO THE AUGUST 21/^ROJECT BEST WORKSHOP ON 
THE FIRST ♦ ELEMENTS OIAeSSON DESIGN AT MY CAMPUS 
YES 8* NO J 

NUM8ER OF 
RESPONSES 

39 
6*6* 




A 


o 


c 


0 


E 


63 


87 


86 


9 






34. 8* 


34«4X 


3-6X 


2.05 


42 


58 


40 






29.2X 


40.3X 


27.8* 


2. IX 


o.rx 


II 


14 


10 


2 


. i. 


28.9X 


36. 8% 


26. 3 X 


S.3X 


2.6X 


10 


IS 


36 


4 


3 


14. TX 


22- IX 


52. 9X 


S.9X 


4.4X 


21 


29 


46 


6 


4 


19.8* 


27.4X 


43.4X 


S.7X 


3.8X 




28 
8.SX 

4 

4«SX 




4.1X J 



i. faJjL MUX 




. 246 

,95. 8X ....^ _ . 

53£l ATTENDED THE Z&li 26 PROJECT BEST WORKSHOP On THE 
7 LAST 3 ELEMENTS Off LESSON DESIGN AT MY CAMPUS* 
' A.\YES 8. NO 

\ NUMBER CF/ 

A 




246 . 16 

. y 93.91 J 6. IX 

?W ATTENDED THE OCT. 26 PROJECT 8EST WCRKSHO* ON 
7 MOTIVATION AT MY CAMPUS 
B. NO 

NUMOER OF ^ 

48 
8.1? 

27 
8.1X 

X 8 
9a3X 

's 

7*5X 

21 
8. IX 
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"AUSTTN" HIDE PENITENT SCHOOL 0 ISTR ICT — 

OFFICE OF HE SEARCH AND EVALUATION 

RESPONSES TO THE FALL 198* ^ADMINISTRATOR SURVEY 



Attachment A- 3 
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UPROJECT BEST IS FACILITATING BETTER COMMUNICATION *e*>*r i»*T€*+Gn*A 
BETWEEN TEACHERS AND CAMPUS AOHlN ISTRATORS- 



A« STRONGLY AGREE 

B« AGREE 

NUMBER CF 
RESPONSES 



C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 



TOTALS 
ELEMENTARY 
JR HIGH 
HIGH SCM 
SECONDARY 



58 
33 
10 
15 
25 



2. THE PH0\CT BEST 1 
A« STRONG!^ AGREE 
B. AGREE \ 

NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 



TOTALS 
fciEMEMTARY 
JR HIGH 
HIGH SCH 

/ 

SCCONOfrtY 



44 



22 



13 



22 



0. OCSAGEE 


F. OON'T 


KNOW/NOT 


APPLICABLE 


A 


a 


c 


o 


E 


p 


13 
22. 4X 


33 
56. 9t 


7 

12. IX 


4 

6.9X 


1 - 
i.TX 


0 

o.ox 


3 

24,25 


20 
60.6X 


3 

9. IX 


i 

3.0X 


1 

3.0X 


0 

o.ox 


2 

20. OX 


7 

70. OX 


0 

o.ox 


1 

10. OX 


0 

O.OX 


0 

o.ox 


3 

20* OX 


6 

40. OX 


4 

26. 7X 


2 

13. 3X 


0 

o.ox 


0 

o.ox 


5 

20.0X 


13 
52. OX 


4 

16. OX 


3 

12. OX 


0 

o.ox 


0 

o.ox 


iINERS WERE WELL 
C. NEUTRAL y 
0- 0 ISAGEE'' 


PREPARED. 

E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

F. OON # T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 


A 


' 8 


C 


0 


E 


F 


14 
31.8X 


24 
54. 5 X 


5 

U.4X 


0 

o.ox 


0 

o.ox 


1 

2.3X 


8 

36. 4X 


10 
45.5X 


4 

18.2X 


0 

o.ox • 


0 

o.ox 


0 

o.ox 


3 

33.3X 


5 

55*6X 


0 

O.OX 


0 

o.ox 


0 

o.ox 


1 

11. IX 


3 

23.1X 


69.2X \ 7.7X 


0 

o.ox 


0 

o.ox 


0 

o.ox 


6 

27. 3X 


14 
63. 6X 


\ 

I 

4.5X 


0 

o.ox 


0 

o.ox 


i 

4.5X 



3.1 LIKE THTWAY PROJECT BEST INFORMATION WAS SHARED 
(VIDEOTAPES^ PRESENTERSt EXERCISES) • 



A. STRONGLY AGREE 

B. AGREE 



C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

D. DISAGEE F. OON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 





NUMBER OF 
RESPONSES 


A 


a 


C 


0 


E 


F 


TOTALS 


58 


9 

15.5X 


37 

63. ax 


8 

13. ax 


4 

6.9X 


0 

O.OX 


0 

O.OX 


ELEMENTARY 


34 


5 

14.7X 


21 

6i. ax 


6 

17.6X 


2 

5.9X 


0 

o.ox 


0 

o.ox 


JR HIGH 


10 


2 

20. OX 


7 

70.0X 


0 

O.OX 


I 

10. OX 


0 

o.ox 


0 

o.ox 


HIGH SCH 


14 


2 

14. 3X 


9 

64. 3X 


2 

14.3X 


I 

7. IX 


0 

o.ox 


0 

o.ox 


SECONDARY 


24 


4 

46.7X 


16 
66. 7t 


2 

8.3X 


\ ,2, 

aJ3< 




oVok 



53 



UJ 

I 



84.45 f \ 
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PROJECT BEST HAS HELPEO ME R£COCNUE THE ELEMENTS 
OF CGO\ TEACHING. 

C. NEUTRAL 
O. OtSAGEE 



A. STRONGLY AGREE 
8* AGREE \ 

NUMBER CF 



E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 

F. DON'T KNOW /NOT APPLICABLE 



TOTALS 


RESPONSES 

\ 


A B 

24 17 
49.0% J 34.7% 


C 
3 

6*1% 


0 
4 

8.2* 


E 
0 

0.0% 


F 

I 

2.0% 


. Jc ■ CU C llT AAV 

HflfiLcMtNTARY 


20 


12 /'^J 7 
60. 0%V «*0% 


5.0% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


JR HIGH 


11 


5 3 
45.55"^ 27.3% 


0 

0.0% 


2 

18.2% 


0 

0.0% 


1 

9.1% 


HIGH SCH 


18 


38. 9 J^a.9t 7 


2 

11.1% 


2 

11.1% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


SECONDARY 


29 


12 10 
41.49 34.5% 


2 

6.9% 


4 

13.8% 


0 

0.0% 


1 

3.4% 



/ 5. Project best has improved my instructional 
L_^LEAD£MHIP skills 
^ A. STRONGLY AGREE 



6. AGREE 

NUMBER CF 



C. NEUTRAL E. STRONGLY DISAGREE 
0. OISAGEE F. DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 





RESPONSES 


A 


B 


C 


0 


E 


F 


TOTALS 


46 


15 
32.6% 


23 
50.0% 


7 

15.2% 


1 

2.2% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


ELEMENTARY 


26 


8 

30.8% 


16 
61.5% 


2 

7.7% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


JR HIGH 


6 


2 

33.3% 


3 

50.0% 


1 

16.7% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


HIGH SCH 


14 


5 

35.7% 


4 

28.6% 


4 

28.6% 


1 

7.1% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


SECONDARY 


20 


7 


7 


5 


1 


0 


0 



0^ 



35.0% 




25.0% 



5.0% . 



io.aisd\uff neeo v*£^$jim*km strategics of project 



0.0% A 0.01 



BEST. \ 
A. STRONGLY AG3EE 
8. AGREE ^ 

NUMBER OF 



C NEUTRAL E~ STRONGLY DISAGREE 

0. OISAGEE f'm DON'T KNOW/NOT APPLICABLE 





RESPONSES 


A 


B' 


C 


0 


E 


F 


TOTALS 


57 


32 
56.1% 


20 
35.1% 


4 

7.0% 


1 

1.8% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


ELEMENTARY 


29 


16 
55.2% 


9 

31.0% 


3 

10.3% 


1 

3.4% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


JR HIGH 


9 


5 

55.6%' 


4 

44.4% 


D 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


HIGH SCH 


19 


11 
57.9% 


7 

36.8% 


1 

5.3% 


0 

con 


0 

0.0% 


0 

o.ot 


SECONDARY 


28 


16 
57.1% 


11 

39.3% 


1 

3.6% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 


0 

0.0% 



BEST COPY AVAILABLE 
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PROJECT BEST 
STAFF DEVELOPMENT EVALUATIONS 



Purpose 

Staff development evaluations provided information for the following 
questions. 

Decision Question Dl : Should Project BEST be continued as is, 
modified, or discontinued? 

Evaluation Question Dl-1 . To what extent was Project BEST 
implemented? Did staff receive training as planned? 



Procedure 

A standard form is used by the Office of Staff Development to rate 
participant satisfaction with training sessions. Teachers were asked to 
complete such forms at the end of the two lesson design and one 
motivation workshop. The Data Processing Department prepared summaries 
of the number and percent of respondents giving each option as well as 
average responses. The first and second session of lesson design were 
combined in the summary. Administrator's evaluation ratings were ready 
in summary form only for the motivation session. Lesson design forms 
were collected but not sumnarized by Data Processing as this report went 
to press. ORE obtained tne summaries from the Of Vice of Staff Devel- 
opment* Mean ratings for sessions across questions were calculated by 
hand by the District Priorities' evaluator. 



Results 

Evaluation Question Dl-1 * To what extent was Project BEST implemented? 
Did staff receive training as planned? 

Evaluation Question Dl-2 . Did staff consider the quantity and quality of 
the training adequate? 

Teacher Ratings of Sessions 

Figure B-l shows the summary obtained from staff development. Mean 
teacher ratings for sessions at each level were as follows (on a five 
point scale with five as high and one as low): 



Level 


Lesson Design 


Motivation 


Both 


Elementary 
Junior High 
Senior High 


4.63 
4.30 
4.51 


4.67 
4.36 
4.40 


4.65 
4.32 
4.47 


Total 


4.56 


4.59 


4.58 



B-2 56 



84,45 

As the chart shows: 

• All groups rated the sessions to be of high quality. 

e Elementary teachers gave the BEST sessions the highest ratings, 
followed by senior high, and finally junior high teachers. 

• The lesson design and motivation sessions were rated about the 
same in terms of quality. 

The items receiving the highest and lowest average ratings for each group 
were as follows. 



Rated 



Level 


Highest Lowest 


Elementary 




Lesson Design 
Motivation 


4.7Z Clarity of objectives 

4.73 Degree of organization 
4.73 Clarity of objectives 


4.48 Effective use of 
audio-visual 
equipment 

4.56 Usefulness/rele- 
vance of content 


Junior High 




Lesson Design 
Motivation 


4.43 Clarity of objectives 
4.46 Ability to stay on task 


4.21 Responsiveness to 
questions 

4.13 Usefulness/rele- 
vance of content 


Senior High 




Lesson Design 
Motivation 


4.60 Ability to stay on task 
4.60 Degree of organization 
4.54 Ability to stay on task 


4.35 Usefulness/rele- 
vance of content 

4.12 Usefulness/rele- 
vance of content 



BEST sessions were given the highest ratings for clarity of objectives, 
ability to stay on task, and degree of organization. 

The lowest ratings were received for usefulness/relevance of content 
(especially the motivation session). It should be noted that even the 
lowest ratings were above "four 11 on the five point scale. 

Administrators 1 ratings on the motivation session are shown in Figure 
B-2. They also rated quality very high (4.4 on the average). 



9 

■ERLC 
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Figure B-l . 

TEACHER RATINGS OF PROJECT BEST TRAINING 
SESSIONS. Fall sessions on lesson design 
and motivation were rated. (Information 
supplied by the Office of Staff Development) 



58 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Division of Instruction 




Office of Staff Development 
& Student Teaching 



TO: Persons Addressed 

FROM: Tolanda Leo 

DATE: December 17, 1984 

SUBJECT: Teacher Evaluations of Project BEST 

Attached you win find the tabulations of the teachers 9 evaluations of the 
three Project BEST campus sessions. The breakouts are as follows: 

Totals for First Session Elementary 

(Lesson Design Part I and Part n were combined) 

Totals for Second Session Elementary 

- . Totals for First Sesssion Jr. High 

Totals for Second Session Jr. High 

- Totals far Both Sottrinns Jn fflfth 

Totals for First Session Senior High 
Totals for Second Session Senior High 

- TMmU fai> Rr»th fiAggiong g»n!oi» ffiyh 

Totals for First Session All Schools 

- Totals for Second Session All Schools 

- Totals for Both Sessions All Schools 

The information includes number of people responding in each of the 5 point 
categories, the percentage this represents and the average response for each 
question. With 5 being the highest rating please note that the average 
responses ranged as follows: 

Low High 
Elementary 4.48 

.........#.»•..*.•« 4.73 

Jr. High 4.13 ~~ . 4yM" <f.<^ 

Sr. High 4.12 •••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••••• 4*54 

These calculations, of course, do not include the many comments on the 
evaluation sheets. These provide extremely valuable information. We are in 
the process of categorizing these comments into a usable form. 

I think we "done good"! 

YL/kl 

Figure B-l . TEACHER RATINGS OF PROJECT TEST TRAINING SESSIONS. Fall 
sessions on lesson design and motivation were rated. 

6100 GUADALUPE, AUSTIN. TEXAS 78752-4495 512 / 451-8411 Ext. 323. 324 
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IN-SERVICE EVALUATION QUESTIONNAIRE 

Please ccepleta each Item and return to the session monitor as you leave the session. 
A. SESSION IDENTIFICATION 

Session Title: 



Date: Location: 
Presenters ): 



B. YOUR POSITION/LOCATION 

Job Title: [^Teacher £]A1de Q Administrator pother School # (See Back) 



□ KDlDzChnAillsLIhn Secondary dAll-level [^Other 
*— "* *" — Elementary 

C. PROGRAH/PRESENTER(S) 

Please circle the number on the scale which best describes your assessment of the 
program/presenter. ^ HIGH 

1* Degree of preparation 12 3 4 5 

2. Knowledge of content 1 2 3 4 5 

3. Responsiveness to questions 12 3 4 5 

4. Sensitivity to group needs 12 3 4 5 

5. Ability to stay on task 1 2 3 4 5 

6. Degree of organization 1 2 3 4 5 

7. Useful ness/relavance of content 1 2 3 4 5 

8. Clarity of objectives 1 2 3 4 5 

9. * Effective use of audio-visual equip, 1 2 3 4 5 
10. Effective use of printed materials 12 3 4 5 

0. FUTURE PLANNING 

Please Indicate whether or not you would Hke additional training on this subject. 

□ yes Ono 

E, ADDITIONAL COMMENTS 

Please add any questions, conments, or suggestions regarding this session and/or 
future requests. 
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PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE 
.IQTAlS FQR-gJR-ST SPSSFflM PI PMPnTAO v • 

QUESTION i: 
0CO3 C0C8 0084 0454 H05 
00 5- QQg 053 ^7T 



QUESTION 5: 
3000 C001 0063 0366 

-•las oo* a*2 222— 



QUESTION 8: 
C0O0 C006 00 6 0 03 16 
-0 0-3L 002 042 L32_ 



QUESTION 2: 
3001 C005 0060 0405 1181 
-002 002 25S____Z1X_ 



GUESTIQN 3: 
00O3 C0C6 0094 0405 1130 

005 062 25 X 6SS 

QUESTION 4: 
000 1 0009 0096 0344 1199 
00- 012 062 212 732— 



WERJLGE_R£SPJJNS£J_4*60_! 



— AVERAGF RFSR0NS£X-4^6J- ' 



-AVERAGE- JlESP-ONSE^-4.,61- i 



JLV£RAGE_il£SeONSE^_4*6J- 



1219 



QUESTION 6: 
C002 0009 0077 0405 1162 

— COS—J 0X2 052 242 ?Q2_ 

QUESTION 7: 
0OO4 0018 0104 0376 
— 0J1S 212 <v>? 



-742 — _ AVLR AGE_R£5P-CNS£i_4 +6.9- : 




'ERAG1 



SEJL.4-64- 



-4.60 ; 



QUESTION 9: 
0023 0025 0141 0381 1043 
222 092 242 652- 



- - AyERAG£_R£SP0NS£i_4-.72-r 



QUESTION 10: 
0001 0011 0080 0359 1193 
-102 012 052 222 732— 



-A-V-ERAGE- 



:i_4*48-;' 



-AVERAGE— RESPONSE i_ 4„-66_i 



OVERALL AVERAGE « 4.63 
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PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE f' 

TOTAIS FOR SFCPNO SESSION ELEMENTARY - : \ [ 

QUESTION is ] 
0001 0004 0045 0366 1222 C 

-002 QC2 032 222 252 AVER AGE RESPONSE 7 4.71 j" 

QUESTION 2: f 
0001 C003 0047 0375 1209 | 

-002 -002 032 232 242 A VERAGE RESgOJiSEi-^-TO-i 

QUESTION 3: j" 
0003 G009 0088 0366 1166 \ 

-002 012 052 225 712- AVERAGE-RESP0NSE-t-4,r64~-- 

QUESTION 4: • 
0008 C017 0098 0347 1166 

.002 012 062 2 12 712 AVERAGE-RESPONSE-!— 4*6 1—-* 

QUESTION 5: 

0001 0002 005 8 0330 1241 ] 
■004 002 042 202 7-62 AVER-AGE— RESPONSE J— 4 *?2- »• 

QUESTION 6: £ 

0002 0002 0045 0335 1250 

■002 002 032 212 762 AVERAG5-RESP0KSE-t-4^73-- : 

QUESTION 7: 

0008 0019 C121 0378 1110 \ 

-002 012 072 232 632 AVERAGE-RESP£NSE-t_4,^56~. 

QUESTION 8: i 

0001 0006 0051 0313 1260 5 
-002 002 032 132 7J2 AVERAGE RESP-ONSE-l-4^73- 

CUESTION 9: 
0011 0014 0089 0363 1143 

-012 012 052 222 7-12 AVERAGE— RESPQNSE-i-4 *61- 

CUESTION 10: i 

0002 C010 0071 0355 1195 *■ 
-002 012 042 22% 732- AV ER AGE -RESPONSE-*- 4,67— 

I 



OVERALL AVERAGE - 4.67 
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PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE 

..JQXALS— FUR BOTH SESSIONS SLSME.NJAR* 

QUESTION l: 
0004 0012 0129 0820 2327 
204 COS 044 253 7 i; 



-AVERAGE RESPONSE: 4»65. 



QUESTION 2: 
0002 0008 0107 0780 2390 
_OCS 004 031 ZkZ 234— 



QUESTION 3: 
0006 0015 0182 0771 
002 00? 064 244- 



QUESTION A: 
0009 0026 0194 
- .COS JO IX 063 



0691 
-214- 



2365 
-725— 



QUESTION 5: 
0001 0003 0121 0696 
_C.CS. 004 044 214- 



QUESTION 6: 
0004 OOU 0122 

COS COS 0-44- 

QUESTION 7: 
0012 0037 0225 
". COS CIS 07 3! 



0740 
225- 



2460 
.755— 

2412 
-734— 



QUESTION 9: 
0034 C039 0230 
.COS 0X4 0X4— 



0754 
232 . 



2253 
-63?_ 



QUESTlON 8: 
0001 0012 0111 0629 2529 
np? nn? n-xi L92 114— 



QUESTION 10: 
000 3 0021 0X51 0714 
.jIOS- 014 054 224— 



0744 2186 
.234 63i 



2383 
-235- 



JWEJUGE— RESPQNS£i-4*A8- 



2296 { 
J7Q4 AVEJUGE-RESPONSE-t-4^63- { 



JWE* AGE— RESPONSE-^- 4 «.63-- • 



-AVERAGE RESgQN.SE^-4^7.1- 



-AVStAGE-JtESP0NSE-i-4*68- 



JX V-ERAGE_RESP0NSE-^-4*58— i 



JlVfcRjXGE_R£SP-ONSEJ-4*Z2-: 



- AVEiUG£-ftESP0N.SE-5-4~54- * 
-A VEJUGE— RESPONSE i-4,-66— 



OVERALL AVERAGE » 4.65 
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PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE 
-XQIALS— EQR FIRST SFSSTON JUNin&-_Hj_GH- 
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QUESTION 1 
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142 


302 



0148 



0150 
-462— 
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462— 
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PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE 
.-jmiALS-EflR SFf.flNO SESSinN^IUNJOR HIGH 
QUESTION l: • 
0000 0001 0021 0063 0098 

QI5 112 342 54X_. 

QUESTION 2: 
OOCO C002 0025 0059 0097 
nng ni t us 122 53? 



i 

■AVERAGF RESRONSE i— 4^-40— J 



QUESTION 3: 
0000 C003 0024 0056 009e 
.002 022 L32 31? 542- 



QUESTION 4: 
3002 0003 0025 0054 0098 
JU2 0 22 IA2 302 542_ 



QUESTION 5: 
0C30 G001 0023 
.002 012 132 



0049 
27? 



0109 
.60?... 



QUESTION 6: 
COOO 0004 0020 0050 0108 
-QQ2 Q2Z 112 222 S92_ 



CUESTION 7: 
0005 0013 0023 ' 0053 0088 
f »2 072 MS ?<?2 482_ 



QUESTION 8t 
0001 0003 0019 0054 0103 
Qiz n?z ™* 5I2_ 



QUESTION 9: 
0000 0002 0031 
.002 012 L22_ 



QUESTION 102 
0002 0001 0011 0049 0100 
.0 1? 012- 122 272 552— 



_AVERA£ 



JWERAGE-.fcESPaNSE-t-4.-3X. 



JWEfcAGEJi€SPaNS£-t-4-33- 



JWERAGE R£SPOflS£U~4<»A6~ ' 



.AVERAGE— fcE-SPUNSE-i— 4*43 — . 



__A VLERAGF R F SEONSEJ— 4^-13 — '. 

.'. 

_Ai/ERAGE_R£SPONS£:-4»4J — r. 



iVERAGE- RESPONSE i-4*36— ; 
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PROJECT 86ST TRAINING INSTITUTE 

ICJALi ftQTH sPSsrriNS inMtna htrh : ; ; :' 

QUESTION l: 

0003 COOT 0068 0181 0246 

• m nig ng m <tsx AA/ERAGE-RFSPONSE: 4^30- : 

QUESTION. 2: 

0002 000T 0075 0176 0247 

' 005 QUI 151 352 492 AVfftAGF RESPONSE; 4.? 9 * 

QUESTION 3: 

0003 0004 0077 0183 0231 

' QU 012 LSI 322 462 AVERAGE-RESPONSE- :._4.27- • 

QUESTION 4: 

0004 0006 0084 0168 0242 

Q-L2 Q12 122 332 4.82 AVSftAGE-fiSS?0NSSi-A~26~ • 

QUESTION 5: 

0000 0004 0059 0152 0290 

002 012 L22 302 5-72 AVERAGE-RESPQNSEi-4.44- ' 

QUESTION 6: 

0001 0011 C068 0170 0255 !. 
002 022 132 3-42 502 AVERAGE-RESPONSE^. 32 - : 

QUESTION 7: 

OCU 0017 0066 0152 0252 : 

' r,?* w ng 3i» 512 AJ/ERAGE-RESEQNS £i_4-23- '. 

QUESTION 8s 

0C02 0006 0052 0156 0287 »• 

; f^ Q Z 1 02 HI S7T AVPRAftP BPSPHNSPi 

QUESTION 9: V 

0001 0012 0079 0149 0264 

' 30g n?2 L6.1 302 522 AVERAGE.JtSSPCNSEX-4 .31 ; 

QUESTION 10: 

0004 0C05 0076 0143 0273 . 
Q1S rng 25? 542 AVERAGE_R£SPONS£i_4*34_; 

1 
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OVERALL AVEfAGE =4.32 
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PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE 

■JQIALS— EUR FIRST S FSS1QN_S£NIQR-H1CM 

QUESTION I: 
C001 0000 0036 0153 0298 
302 0"- n?» 3ii 612 



QUESTION 7: 
0005 CC06 036< 
aU L3X 



/.£R.AG£-R£SR0NS£i_4*S3-' 



QUESTION 2: 
0001 0001 0029 0161 
_QjO: nng r>A2 v*« 



CUESTION 3: 

0000 0003 0054 0138 0271 
cn» n ?; nt ?gi .53? _. 

QUESTION 4: 

0001 0008 0049 0132 C294 

jizz o?s mx 223 6.12 — 



>ONSEX_4.-53_, 
.AVERAGE_R.ESP.ONSE.:— 4-42- ' 
JlV£R.AG£~R£S£ONS£S— 4-4A-. 



QUESTION 5: 
0000 0002 0032 C122 
.0.04 002 023 252 



QUESTION 6: 
0000 C002 0021 
_O_2_-__Q02 Q_2_ 



0144 
302 



0153 
_322_ 



0314 
-652 - 



- AVaUC£-R£SP0NSE-i-4^60- 
jW£RAGE-JL£S20NSE-_4_-6Cw 



C256 
.532 



QUESTION 8: 

0000 COGS 0037 0130 0314 
_0C2_012_ 083 223 653— 

CUESTION 9: 
0002 C0C4 0047 0135 0299 
_O03 012 103 233 613— 

CUESTION 10i " 

0001 0003 0033 0138 0308 
J303 013 023 2-93 643 _ 



■AVER-AGE— R E SPnNSE-U-4^35- 



_A V ER AGE—RESRX1NSE 1.-4 -55-J 



-AVERAGE— RESPONSE _-4-.-48-.: 



-AVERAGE— RESPONSE :_4^55- ; : 
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PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE 

TOTALS FOR SECOND SESSTOtt-SS HI OR-H IGH 

QUESTION l: 
O00C OOOl 0039 0136 0267 

'' 005 002 032 3JL2 602 AVERAGE_ftESPONSEi_4~5], — 

QUESTION - 2: 
.. •«' 0000 0002 0037 0165 0242 

" 002 002 082 372 542 AVER-AGE~RESPQNSE-— 4-*-45 — 

QUESTION 3: 

0002 0007 0052 0159 0213 

C02 022 122 372 492 AVERAGE-RESPONSE* - 4.32 - ■ 

QUESTION 4: 

0003 0017 0056 0122 C245 

002. 042 132 282 552 AVERJVGE-RESP0N$E;-4-32~- 

QUESTION 5: 

0000 C005 0027 0135 0277 

• 002 012 062 302 622 AV ER-AGE— ft ESPONSE i-4^54 — 

QUESTION 6: 

0001 C001 0036 0135 C269 

002 C02 082 312 612 AVERAGE RESPON SE i-4^-5 1 - 

QUESTION 7: 
0013 0017 0072 C139 0200 

•" 032 042 L62 322 452 AVER AGE-RESPONSEi— 4.02 — 

QUESTION 8? 

0000 0004 0046 0145 0246 

002- . 01 S 102 332 562 AVER AGE-RESPONSE :.-4.. 43 — ■ 

QUESTION 9: 

0001 0006 0060 0113 0257 

0.QS 0X2 L42 272 582 AVERAGE -RESPONSE :~4-41- : 

QUESTION 10: 

0002 0010 0043 0143 0242 

:: 002 022 102 332 552 AVERAGE-RESPONSE i~ 4^3-9— S 
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tai s Pna bath timings ^pn tar, htah 



QUESTION 


1 • 








; » 

• ; 


0001 0001 

w w v * www* 




0075 


0289 


0565 




nn* on* 




n« 2 






AVFRAGF. RFSPflNSE: 4-r-K - 


QUESTION 


2: 








• . * 


0301 CCC3 

W W W • W W W ^ 




0066 


0326 


0536 


♦* 






at* 


^«?2 




AVERAGE R c 5 D ONSF ; 4^A9_ ♦ 


QUESTION 


3t 










0002 C015 




01C6 


0297 


0484 


: ./ 


nn2 o?2 




i 






, AVERAGE . RESPONSE:— 4-*3Z- '* 


CUeST ION 


A • 










C0Q4 G025 




0105 


0254 


0539 




on 2 M2 










AVERAGE R SPCNSF* ^ T AQ . 


QUEST ION 


5 J 










0300 0007 

J W * J W WWW* 




0059 

V w * 


0257 


0608 








AA* 






AVERAGE RESPONSE: 4«57 ■ 


QUESTION 


* » 










CL01 C0C3 




0057 


0279 


0583 








aa* 


*A2 


A** 


A Vf=fc AfiP ftp ^AN^El-i^SA 




# • 










0018 0023 




0132 


0292 


0456 








HS 




—502 


AVERAGE-RESPONSE: ^ 


GUEST IOW 


3: 








J • 


00C0 0007 




0083 


0275 


0560 


T ■ 


CC2 012 






30S. 


612 


AV£RAG£_R£SR0NSEt_4*5 0_i~ 


QUESTION 


9: 










0003 0010 




0107 


0253 


0556 




00 S 012.,, 




-122 




602 


. A V ERAGE— RESPONSE i~4-*.45_L; 


QUESTION 


10: 








» « 

i 

i\ 


C003 0013 




0076 


0281 


0550 




00? , .01-2- 




-082 


— 302— 


602 - 


&V-ERAG€-ilE5PJ3NSEi-4-^7_J:^ 



OVERALL AVERAGE * 4.47 



B-15 69 



84.45 



Figure B-1 . (Page 12 of 14] 



. // TLBL CAROIN, »TESTMR05,W 



PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE 

TOTALS Pnp ptpst ^P^tnu a., ^ CH0Q1_S 

QUESTION l: 
0007 0014 0167 0725 1551 
OQS 012 mi ?ot *^ 



QUESTION- 25 • 
0004 C011 0139 0683 
-00-2 001 f>*g 



1625 
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PROJECT BEST TRAINING INSTITUTE jj 
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PROJECT BEST INSERVICE - MOTIVATION 
Session Evaluation Results 


\ 
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SESSION LEADERS : TOTAL OF ALL SESSIONS 


i 

I 


| 


179 returned evaluations 

AVERAGE FOR SESSION 
(out of possible 5,0) 


'A 
-> 




1. Decree of nreMra t1 on 4*5 


)l 


1 


1. Knowledae of content 4.4 




3. R«5Dnn*1veness to Questions 4*3 


% 


| 


4. SensUivttv to arouo needs *«3 






5. AMHtv to stav on task 4.5 


i 

i ■ 


■ 


6. Dearee of oroanliatlon *•* 


>S 




7. Usefulness/relevance of content 


\' « 


| 


8. ClaHtv of objectives 4 - 4 




■ 


g. Effective use of audio-visual eouloment 4,4 L 




| 


10. Effective use of orinted materials 4,5 






COMMENTS: 


1 


1 


• Change handout #3! 






• Good presentation! 




1 


• Handout #3, Using Cloze Technique Value, dis>- jts from what's Important. 






• I wish we weren't so rushed in doing all of this I 




| 


t Good Information. 






t ^e presenters were well-prepared and did an excellent job. 




■ 


• Presenters did a good job; enjoyed it tremendously!! 






t I was very pleased when Verginla Stevens dignified a response that was not correct— it 
was a perfect use of BEST. 




■ 


• Please don't read the transparencies or script to us. 






t Time constraints really limit flexibility. 






t Noise level was a little high. 






t Packaged presentations are not very motivating. 


x 


ERIC 


Figure B-2. ADMINISTRATOR'S RATINGS OF MOTIVATION SESSION. Comments 
also included* (Page 1 of 4) 
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Total of all Sessions Comments, continued 

• Mr. Perez did real well! 

• Appropriate for group needs. 

• No preparation by presenters; we could have read at home. 

• Very good! 

• Very well prepared and presented. Of great value. 

• No modeling by presenters. 

• You didn't model * 

• I am glad this was abbreviated. These things are so self-explained, just a 
brief ovwlew is all that 1s needed. 

• A helpful overview. The quick timing was effective. We experienced at taste. 

• Very good presentation. Very helpful suggestions for our own presentations. 

• Very good job, Estellal Ruth, you are a master teacher and 1t 1s wonderful 
to see you— an assistant superintendent doing this with us. Thank you both. 

• Group next to us a little too loud. 

• Open area environment had distractions from group next door; leader was 
sensitive to suggest we move closer* 

• It was easier to follow and understand since the content organization 1s 
familiar to lesson design. I enjoyed it— helpful! 

• Ms. Wills did not make her objectives clear for the activities which she 
presented. I could not follow the first half of the presentation with ease. 

• Helpful and well -done; also Informative. 

• Enjoyed the presentation. Room too cold* 

• Well done. Time passed very quickly. 

• Both presenters did a super job. 

• Five factors on film; six 1n presentation and lite. ,re 1s confusing. 

• Where's the beef? There should be more time spent on the factors and clarity. 

• John, I enjoyed your "paraphrasing" of Information rather than reading. 
Your "role playing" added Interest. 

• Presenters were well -prepared and stayed on task. 

• Very positive. 

• Have the next session in * room that Isn't so cold; it was not very motivational. 
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Total of all Sessions Comments, continued 



t Very good particularly Penny who consistently brought 1n the factor or 
difference 1n students and people in general. 

• The materials were very well prepared and sequenced* 

• The materials are great! Thank you for focusing on instruction. 

• Appreciate the time and effort to share the "how to" with us. 

• They followed the text but related the examples and information to us very 
well. It's the best presentation that I've attended on this subject. They 
were good. 

• We appreciate your energy into this inservice. 

• Good job! Both really knew their stuff! 

• A very comfortable session. Coverage of subject matter very good. 

• I believe we should make an extra effort to make lesson design, motivation, 
and reinforcement work together or interrelate. 

• Just hope I have sufficient time to complete with my teachers. 

• I appreciate the way you walked us through without belaboring the point. 

• I feel this 1s too much information to be done all in one morning. It would 
probably help to divide this into two or three presentations. 

• Appreciate the practice in what we'll present to faculty. Hope faculty will 
get to hear ercn presentation in various times, several times over the next 
three years. Everyone need to hear this at least five times for it to "stick. " 
Gocd "feeling tone!" 

• I appreciate your help in modeling the sessions that we will be doing on 
October 26. 

• I appreciate the help. 

• Very good presentation. 

• Very well done within time limits. 

• Your suggestions for presenting the workshop to teachers were helpful. You 
both did a super great job. Thank you for your preparation. 

• Super presentation. Thank you! You kept it at a nice level and paced it 
Mil. 

• Very good! 

• Very appropriate information. 
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Total of all Sessions Comments, continued 
t Thank you! 

• Very good— organized extremely well. 

• Super! 

• You two were great! I enjoyed the session. 



Figure B-2. (Page 4 of 4) 
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PROJECT BEST 
CHECK OF UNDERSTANDING 



Purpose 

The "Check of Understanding" provided information on recognition of the 
elements of lesson design. This addressed two questions. 

Decision Question Dl . Should Project BEST be continued as is, 
modified, or discontinued? 

Evaluation Question D l-1. To what extent was Project BEST 
implemented? Did staff" receive training as planned? 



Procedure 

Teachers were asked to fill in the seven elements of lesson design during 
a Project BEST staff development session from memory as a check of 
•understanding. The District Priorities evaluation associate checked a 
random sample of the forms to see how well teachers knew the elements. 
The rules for acceptable responses which follow were drawn up by. the 
project evaluator and Coordinator of Elementary Staff Development. 

• The elements did not have to be in order. 

. e Not accepted in place of anticipatory set were the words antici- 
pator check, A.S., and attention. 

• Stating the objective, setting the objective or just objective 
were acceptable but not behavior, objective. 

• Providing information, providing input, introducing material , 
presenting lesson, input and information were all acceptable; 
instruction was not acceptable. 

• Modeling was okay but not role model. 

• Checking for understanding, checking comprehension, and 
evaluation were acceptable. Understanding, feedback, and 
allowing input from students were not. 

• Guiding practice, monitoring (initial, optional) practice were 
correct but not just practice or G.P. 

• Independent or individual practice and independent study were 
all right but independent or I. P. were not acceptable. 
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Results 

The total number of questionnaires checked was 253. The chart below 
shows the number of teacher identifying various numbers of elements 
correctly. 



NUMBER OF 


TEACHERS IDENTIFYING CORRECTLY 


ELEMENTS 


NUMBER 


PERCENT 


CUMULATIVE % 


0 


0 




0 


1 


4 


1.6 


1.6 


2 


3 


1.2 


2.8 


3 


3 


1.2 


4.0 


4 


12 


4.7 


8.7 


5 


10 


4.0 


12.7 


6 


21 


8.3 


21.0 


7 


200 


79.0 


100.0 



Thus, over three fourths of the teachers identified all seven elements of 
lesson design. . Only 4% knew three or fewer elements. 

Figure C-l provides more results; this memorandum was shared with the 
evaluation subcommittee of the Administrative Leadership Committee in 
November. 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



November 19, 1984 



TO: Persons Addressed 

FROM: N^y'tSmy^r 
SUBJECT: LessolvDesign Review 



We have good news on Project BEST! 

As a check of understanding, teachers were asked to list the seven elements 
of lesson design during the recent staff development session on motivation. 
A random sample of 253 questionnaires were checked. We found that: 

• Over three fourths of the teachers (79.12) knew all seven of 
the elements of lesson design, 

• 18.2% knew three to six of the elements, 

• Very few (2.6%) knew only one or two of the elements. 

This information is to be included in the February Staff Development newsletter 
(the next issue is already set). Staff Development may also have tabulations 
of session ratings ready at that time. You might announce this at the next 
Administrative Leadership Committee meeting if one is scheduled before then. 

If you think staff could use some good news before February, call me at 
458-1228. It could be announced in ADMinformation. 

P.S. We found that 91% of the teacher mastered lesson design at a 70% 
level or better (5, 6, or 7 elements correct). 

Persons Addressed: Ruth MacAllister Yolanda Lao 

Freda Holley Michael Hydak 

Mike Pool Mike Perez 

APPROVED : ^' ' c ~^^-y^-f* .^^^^ 

Director, Research arid Evaluation 



Figure C-l . LESSON OESIGN CHECK OF UNDERSTANDING. Memorandum sharing 
results. 
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PROJECT BEST 
BEST OBSERVATIONS 



Purpose 

BEST walk-through observations provided information for the following 
questions. 

Decision Question 01 . Should Project BEST be continued as is, 
modified, or discontinued? 

Evaluation Question Dl-1 . To what extent was Project BECT 
implemented? Did staff receive training as planned? 



Procedure 

After the optional June BEST orientation workshop administrators re- 
quested walk-through observation pads (with small NCR carbonless forms) 
on which to give feedback to teachers after informal observations. A 
memorandum from Ruth MacAllister August 2 to all principals, assistant 
principals, and coordinators indicated that, "These forms will be 
effective if used to reinforce the appropriate use of lesson design and 
motivation theory which are the focus of Project BEST for 1984-85." 
Administrators were also told they could use the forms to comment on 
other classroom activities not necessarily related to BEST. Forms are 
blank except for the teacher's name, date, the administrator's name, and 
the notation Basic Effective Strategies for Teaching. A junior high 
assistant principal turned in~some alter nate~"forms used the fall that had 
elements of lesson design listed (plus other things) whi'^h could be 
checked off if observed— space was also provided for comments. Use of 
these forms was discontinued during the year— they were considered too 
specific to use this early in implementation.) 

The following steps were taken in evaluating whether administrators noted 
use of lesson design elements and motivational factors in walk through 
observations. 

1. A random 20% sample of elementary schools, 20% of secondary school 
administrators, and 20% of the regular instructional coordinators 
was selected for the sample, This included 17 elementary and 18 
secondary administrators. 

2. The memorandum shown in Attachment D-l was sent March 25, 1985 
asking those selected to send in walk-through observations completed. 

3. Response rates were low— particularly at the secondary level. A sam- 
ple of nonrespondents was called. 
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Reasons given for not responding were varied* At the elementary 
level, one person indicated she did not use them because they had 
to be positive; another said she did not have time to pull them 
from each .teacher's folder but would try. Another principal had 
left the District. 

At the secondary level, many nonrespondents indicated that they 
were not encouraged by Secondary Education to use the forms until 
teachers were more comfortable with BEST concepts—most had there- 
fore not used them. The Assistant Superintendent for Secondary 
Education indicated use of the forms was only discouraged in terms 
of any negative impact they could have on evaluations. Some non- 
respondents indicated they did not have time to do both walk-through 
and formal observations so they concentrated on the formal onas. 
One assistant principal had become principal at another school; the 
old school indicated his files were difficult to get to because of 
construction. 

The load on everyone this year was very heavy with new State legis- 
lation—this may have also played a part in low response rates. 

Several in the sample indicated they had mentioned BEST concepts in 
formal observations and would be happy to send them. However, a 
decision had been made not to use these for confidentiality and 
other reasons (they zr\ used for personnel evaluations which were 
in progress). 

A substitute teacher content coded all observations; the evaluator 
reviewed them and retail ied them as needed. Initial tabulation 
took about four hours; review took about two hours. 

The evaluator checked through one set initially to test the systsm 
and as a training tool. The teacher was given a Project BEST 
Overview of Instructional Practices guide to use as a reference in 
marking elements of lesson design and factors of motivation. Each 
time the name of an element or an approved substitute phrase (noted 
in Figure 0-1) was founa* it was tallieJ and underlined. The 
teacher also tallied use of a few key phrases related to an element 
or factor separately. Instances did occur in whvjh administrators 
wrote about ideas presented, in BEST but did not mention an element 
or factor specif ically— these were not tallied. General notes were 
made regarding the t/pes of information mentioned. 

The teacher resolved any questions she had with the evaluator (the 
evaluator also skimmed all observations afterwards). 

A summary sheet showing responses at the elementary and secondary 
level was then created. Percentages of all responses of each type 
were computed with a hand calculator. 
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6. Administrators 1 observations were returned to the schools with the 
memorandum shown in Attachment D-2 and a tally of their responses 
only. 



Results 



Evaluation Question DM , To what extent was Project BEST implemented? 
Return Rates 

Number Responding 
Level Sampled Number Percent 

Elementary 17 8 47% 

Secondary 18 2 11% 



Overall 35 10 29% 



Roughly 20% of elementary and secondary school administrators and 
coordinators were surveyed. 

Ten administrators sent in walk-through observations—eight elementary 
(representing twelve schools), one junior high, and one senior high. 

The total number of observations sent in was 224 at the elementary level 
(ranging from five for one administrator to 55 for another). At the 
secondary level, 50 observations (43 junior high and 7 senior high) were 
returned; most were from fall, 1984. 

Responses 

Lesson Oesign. Figure D-l summarizes the number of times lesson design 
elements ana motivational factors wu*e mentioned. The percentage of all 
elements and factors of each type is also noted. What can we conclude? 

1. Administrators are incorporating BEST terminology within 
communications with teachers. Almost 60% of the elementary and 
96% of the secondary observations received included a mention 
of one or more elements or factors. 

2. Elements of lesson design were mentioned more often than 
factors of motivation (this was somewhat expected because 
motivation training was offered to teachers late in October 
after lesson design training and because almost all secondary 
observations were from the fall). 
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3. The pattern of responses was different at the elementary and 

secondary level (note small secondary sample). The list belcw 

ranks the frequency with which elements of lesson design were 
mentioned (from most to least frequent): 



• We cannot really say whether this reflects these elements' 
occurrence in the classroom— it could indicate which elements 
administrators watch for most, believe are most important, find 
easiest to comment on, feel the most improvement is needed in, 
etc. 

• It is interesting that anticipatory set, checking under- 
standing, and guided practice were in the top four both for 
elementary and secondary. Stating objectives, on the other 
hand, was first for secondary and last for elementary adminis- 
trators. Modeling ranked first for elementary but fifth for 
secondary. Input and independent practice were mentioned less 
frequently at both levels (especially at the secondary level). 

• Nearly all of the comments pointed out how the teacher was 
incorporating elements of lesson design and why it was impor- 
tant. A few suggested ways elements could be incorporated. 

Motivat ion. The two secondary administrators did not mention any motiva- 
tionai factors specifically, although feedback and positive reinforcement 
were mentioned a few times. Again, this could be because nearly all 
observations were done in the fall and the junior high form used listed 
elements of lesson design but not factors of motivation. 

At the elementary level, the word "motivation" was mentioned 35 times. 
Factors are ranked below according to frequency (most to least frequent): 

1. Feeling tone (34%) 

2. Success (23%) 

3. Interest (21%) 

4. Concern (14%) 

5. Knowledge of results (8%) 

6. Intrinsic/extrinsic (0%) 



Secondary 



Elementary 



1. State objective (35%) 

2. Check understanding (23%) 

3. Anticipatory set (18%) 

4. Guided practice (14%) 

5. Modeling (12%) 

6. Input (-) 

7. Independent practice (-) 



1. 
2. 
3. 
4. 
5. 
6. 
7. 



Modeling (29%) 
Guided practice (19%) 
Anticipatory set (14%) 
Check understanding (14%) 
Input (13%) 

Independent practice (9%) 
State objective (2%) 
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Administrators often mentioned that the feeling tone in the classroom was 
excellent and promoted learning, that conveying children's success was 
motivating, that level of interest in the lesson was high. Few admin- 
istrators specifically mentioned knowledge of results and no one men- 
tioned intrinsic/extrinsic motivation. Administrators did, however, use 
other terms related to success and knowledge of results: feedback, 
praise, reinforcement, and incentive. 

Other B5ST Concepts. Administrators also mentioned: 

• Use of effective questioning strategies (e.g. using signals to 
check understanding, calling first on students who probably 
know the answer, asking for a choral response), 

• Communicating the "what and why* 1 of the lesson (objective), 
t Presenting well organized lessons, 

• Providing opportunities for practice, 

• Making sure students comprehend concepts, 

• The importance of writing legibly. 
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BEST COPY AVAILABLE 



Name: Secondary (mostly fall observa- Name: Elementary 

School: tl0ns ) School: N«8 Resp. ^Schools * 12 

Level : 7-12 Level : K-6 

# Observations: 50 {43 jr. 7 sr.) # Observations: 224 

I with one or more # with one or more 

element or factor: 48 (96S) element or factor: 130 (505) 



LESSON OESIGN: 



LESSON OESIGN: 



1, Anticipatory Set 15 17.95 1. Anticipatory Set 20 14.35 
(Setting the Stage) (Setting the Stage) 



2, Set Objective 



29 34.55 Z. Set Objective 



2.1! 



Input - - 3. Input 18 12.95 

(Providing Information) (Providinq Information) 



Modeling 



10 11.95 4. Modeling 



40 28.65 



Check Understanding 19 22.65 5. Check Understanding 19 13.65 



6. Guided Practice 11 14.0? 
(Monitoring Performance) 



6, Guided Practice 27 19.3? 
(Monitoring Performance) 



Indeoendent Practice 



7. Indeoendent Practice 13 9,3? 



Total : 84 



100.95 



Total: 1*0 100 J % 



MOTIVATION: 



MOTIVATION: 35 



Success 



1. Success 



21 23.15 



2. Interest 



Interest 



19 20.95 



Feel ing Tone 



Concern 



3. Feeling Tone 



4. Concern 



31 34.1! 



14.32 



5. Knowledge of Results 



5. Knowledge of Results 7 7.75 



6 . I ntr i ns 1 c/Extri ns 1 c 



6 . Intri ns i c/Extri nsi c 



Total : 0 



feedback 1 pos. rein: 5 



Total : 91 



setting the stage 3 
feedback 14 
reinforcement 2 



incentive 1 
signals 3 
praise 14 



Figure 0-1. USE OF LESSON DESIGN ANO MOTIVATION TERMS. Notes number of 
times the^name of elements and factors were found in walk- 
through conservations. The percentage of all mentions of 
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AUSTIN INOEPENOENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 

Office of Research and Evaluation 

March 25, 1985 



TO: ^Principals, Assistant Principals, Coordinators Addressed 

FROM: Nancy #huyler J* 

SUBJECT: Walk-Through Observations and Project SEST 

One of the projects we are collecting information on this year is Project 
BEST. Most of the information on BEST'S effectiveness will be taken from 
responses to the districtwide surveys sent out last fall and this spring. 
In addition, we will be looking for more concrete signs that Project BEST 
has had an impact on instructional leadership and teacher effectiveness 
by reviewing a sample of BEST walk-through observations. We will not 
review formal observations completed for teacher evaluation purposes. 

As you may recall, last October we asked that you keep a copy of any 
8EST walk- through observations you completed this year. We would like 
to ask that ycu send these copies to us at wis time. We realize they 
may be limited in number. If for some reason the copies are not available, 
call me at 453-1227. These will not be used for personnel evaluation . 
We will simply be reviewing them to count: 

t The number of times lesson design elements and motivational 
factors are mentioned as occurring, 

• The number of times suggestions for improvement are made 
regarding certain elements and factors. 

Information will be summarized for the elementary, junior high, and senior 
high levels. The forms you send will be considered confidential and we 
will return them as soon as we are through. 

We realize this approach is not perfect, but it will provide some infor- 
mation on the impact of Project 3EST on leadership and instruction with- 
out disrupting classroom operations or causing you too much work. 

Please send your forms to me at ORE (Adm. Bldg.) by April 2. We appreciate 
your help. 

NS:lg 
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Attachment 0-1 
(Page 2 of 2) 



Memo to Principals, Assistant Principals, Coordinators Addressed 
March 25, 1985 
Page 2 



Persons Addressed: 

Elementary Principals and Assistant Principals at: 



Allan 
Becker 

Bryker Woods 
Campfael 1 
Hill 
Josl in 
Mathews 



Ortega 
Pillow 

Pleasant Hill 
Sunset Valley 
Williams 
Zavala 



Coordinators Addressed 

Emma Lea May ton 
Cecil e Banks 
Ana Salinas 
Yolanda Rocha 
Frances Nesmith 



Junior High and Senior High 

R. Perez (Anderson) 

3. Breihan (Austin) 

3. Crst (Crockett) 

T. Bellinger (LBJ) 

R. Smith (Johnston) 

E. Elliott (Lanier) 

F. Lopez (McCallum) 
J. Leonard (Reagan) 



Administrators: 

E« Vela (Travis) 

W. Flowers (Travis) 

K. Ewing (Bedichek) 

N # Gonzalez (Burnet) 

M. Smith (Fulmore) 

G. Goethe (Martin) 

M. Bera (0. Henry) 

M. Ball (Porter) 



APPROVED : 



Oi rector O 
Department of Management Information 

APPROVED: K^TI j2^Lfc f)Xtu^JU 
Assistant Superintendent 
Elementary Education 

APPROVED ^^Zt^ IrlrYJL 
Assistant Superintendent j 
Secondary Education ' 
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Attachment D-2 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Department of Information Management 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



April 25, 1985 



TO: 

FROM: ^^^yler^^^^^ 
SUBJECT: BEST Walk-Through Observations 



Thanks so much for sending in your walk" through observations. We nave now 
finished our review. For your information only, we nave attached a summary 
of the number of times you used specific BEST terras for the elements of 
lesson design and factors of motivation. Please note that: 

• We did give credit for some parallel terras. 

• You probably wrote about BEST ideas more often that this indicates 
— this just reflects use of the names of elements and factors, 

• We realize you „sed these forms for a variety of purposes. 

• The blue we used should not photocopy. 

Your report on BEST will simply reflect overall use of terms by elementary 
and secondary administrators. We'll try to note use of other kinds of BEST 
information in a general way. Information from survey responses and other 
data sources will also be included. 

Thanks again. 

SS:lg 

Attachment 
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PROJECT BEST 
INSTRUCTIONAL NOMINATIONS 



Purpose 

Nominations of schools for exemplary implementation of Project BEST were 
used in response to an information need. 

Information Need 15 , Which schools implemented BEST in an exemplary 
manner? 



Procedure 

Early in May, the Assistant Superintendent for Elementary Education was 
asked via telephone to name the schools she believed had implemented 
Project BEST in an .exemplary manner. She replied the next day. 

At the secondary level, a memorandum was sent to the Assistant Superin- 
tendent for Secondary Education and Directors of Junior and Senior Hinh 
asking for this information (see Attachment E-l). The Assistant Superin- 
tendent believed coordinators might be able to respond better (coordi- 
nators, however, tend to see only certain groups of teachers in each 
school). The Directors of Junior and Senior High did provide nominations 
of schools they felt implemented BEST in an exemplary way. 



Results 

Elementary and secondary staff did nominate some schools as implementing 
BEST in an exemplary way. However, staff did not feel very confident in 
their choices because of their limited observation of implementation at 
all campuses. They were afraid some schools who had done an excellent 
job may have been skipped. The nominations are on file at ORE but were 
not published for this reason. The elementary supervising principals 
plan to watch more closely- for this next year. 

Identification may allow comparisons of student and/or teacher achieve- 
ments at these exemplary schools versus others in the system in the 
coming years. Of course, changes in principals and/or teachers must be 
considered. 
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Attachment E-l 



AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Department of Management Information 
Office of Research and Evaluation 



May 14, 1985 



TO: 



Freda Holley, Rodger Wiley, Gloria Williams 



FROM: 




SUBJECT: BEST Implementation 



One information need included in the BEST evaluation design asks: 

Which schools implemented BEST in an exemplary manner? 

I have already mentioned this to Sherilyn Howze, Yolanda Leo, and 
Michael Hydak, but they did not feel they had enough contact with all 
schools to address this need. Could you nominate some secondary schools 
you feel have really done a good job in implementing BEST this year? 

This question was included with an eye towards the future. Because all 
schools have implemented the project, knowing which schools have done a 
particularly yood job may make assessment of achievement impact more 
feasible. 

Thanks for your help. Please let me know your nominations by May 24. 



NS:lg 



APPROVED 



Director ^ 
Department of Management Information 
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PROJECT 8EiT 
ACHIEVEMENT-TABS, ITBS, TAP 



Purpose 

Achievement patterns were briefly reviewed in response to an information 
need. 

Information Need 14 . What was AISD's student achievement in 
1983-84 and 1964-85? 



Procedure 

ITBS, TAP, and TABS results for 1984 and 1985 were reviewed based on 
Systemwide Testing's arid State Compensatory Education's final report 
summaries (ORE Publication Nos. 84.58 and 84.25). This information 
provided a base line for possible future examination of BEST'S impact oh 
achievement. 



Results 

Rather than repeat information already available in ORE Report- Numbers 
84.58 and 84.25, the reader is directed to these reports. Composite 
scores from these reports are attached in Figures F-l and F-2. 

ITBS achievement is generally up slightly again this year, especially at 
the high school level. AISD students achieved above the national average 
consistently across grades 1-12 in all areas for the first time. 

Overall, TABS mastery declined slightly between 1985 and 1984. However, 
TABS mastery declined in other large urban districts as well. The test 
appears to have been more difficult. Next year, the TABS will be 
replaced with the Texas Educational Assessment of Minimic. Skills (TEAMS). 

It is difficult to measure BEST'S impact on achievement because it is 
being implemented in all schools. Instructional nominations of exemplary 
campuses, perhaps combined with teachers' and administrators' reports of 
use on the districtwide survey, may_ help in identifying a group which is 
implementing BEST in an exemplary way. If so, ITBS and TAP scores will 
be used because base line data is available, the tests are given annually 
to students, and the difficulty level does not vary from year to year. 
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COMPOSITE SCORES 







PERCENTILES 


GRADE EQUIVALENTS 


GRADE 
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55 
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55 


57 
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5 
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32 


43 
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5.01 


5.49 
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67 


72 
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6.57 


6.78 
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TOTAL 


52 


56 


56 
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6.07 


6.09 
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Figure F-l . ITBS MEDIAN PERCENTILE AND GRADE EQUIVALENT 
SCORES, GRADES 1-8- BY ETHNICITY, 1979-80, 
1983-84,, AND 1984-85, 1982 NORMS. 
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COMPOSITE SCORES 
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Figure F-2. TAP MEDIAN PERCENTILES ANO GRAOE EQUIVALENT 
SCORES GRAOES 9-12 BY ETHNICITY, 1983-84 
ANO 1984-85, 1982 NORMS. 
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PROJECT BEST 
DISTRICT RECORDS 



Purpose 

District records provided information on the nature of Project BEST and 
the following information need: 

Information Need II . What training was required for administrators 
and teachers? What was optional? 



Procedure 

Information was gathered throughout the year on training sessions and 
attendance. Most information was shared by the Office of Staff 
Development and Student Teaching or the Department of Elementary 
Education. 

The number of teachers and administrators who missed one or more training 
sessions was supplied by staff development. Their count was based on 
personnel records of those who were absent on the training session days 
or those not on staff as of the training dates. These counts are not 
perfect, however, since some administrators and professionals not invited 
to the training initially were counted in those not attending (but only 
if they were absent those days). An estimate was also available based on 
districtwide survey responses. 



Results 

Project Description 

Project BEST is a long-range (three to five years) staff development 
program which emphasizes Basic Effective Strategies for Teaching. 
Sessions focus on ways to increase teachers' effectiveness in promoting 
student learning. Project BEST literature indicates that it: 

• Recognizes and reinforces the GOOD TEACHING AISD already has' in 
its classrooms. 

• Puts the BEST OF EDUCATIONAL RESEARCH AND THEORY into practice as 
exemplified by Dr. Madeline Hunter and others. 

• Provides training for all K-12 TEACHERS AND ADMINISTRATORS. 

• Can be integrated into any presentation ON ANY SUBJECT AREA FOR 
ANY AGE GROUP. 

G-2 
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■ • Provides administrators and teachers with the SAME TRAINING, 

• Gives teachers and administrators a COMMON LANGUAGE, 

I • Gives teachers and administrators a way to THINK ABOUT AND 

PLAN FOR INSTRUCTION. 

I • Is "IN PLACE OF" not "on top of" some of the previous staff 

■ development efforts. 

I • Is a LONG RANGE PLAN (three to five years) and not a "one shot 
I deal. 11 

■ t Sets all training sessions during the REGULAR AISD STAFF OEVEL- 
I OPMENT DAYS AND DURING SELECTED FACULTY MEETINGS. 

I During this .irst year, 1984-85, primary goals are to : 

■ • Improve administrative instructional leadership skills, and 

I * Introduce teachers to the elements of lesson design and 

I factors affecting motivation. 

| Training Sessions 

The schedule of required and optional sessions for 1984-85, 1985-86, and 
m 1986-87 is shown in Figure G-l. The only change for 1984-85 was the 

I presentation of all motivation information to administrators in cne 

workshop in the fall rather than three in the spring. 

I The Project BEST Writing Committee (administrators) prepared the mate- 

I rials for the workshops. They were piloted with the Teacher Review 

Committee before being presented to all administrators. 

I Campus-level administrators (some teamed with central administrators) 

then presented the material to the school faculties. Administrators were 
I given inservice training packets as guides for the sessions (along with 

I handouts and transparencies). Taped portions were viewed over Cable 

Channel 8 or videotape. 

I Required sessions were all held. Taped portions were later replayed on 

I Cable 8. Schools also received materials for optional followup sessions 

on motivation. Followup information on Project BEST was also included in 
1 the Developments newsletter published periodically by Staff Development. 

I However, optional follow-up sessions on additional topics (e.g. using the 

chalkboard, giving directions, effective examples, task analysis) were not 

■ developed in 1984-85. Planners hope to develop these modules next year. 
I Tapes on some of the special topics listed were shown on Cable 8 in 

■ 1984-85. 

I Training Sessions 

Survey results indicated the following percentages of teachers and campus 
I administrators attended required sessions: 

Ej^LC 1 .6-3 loo 
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Personnel records indicated that, of the school administrators and profes- 
sional staff, 219 had missed Lesson Design I, 218 had missed Lesson 
Design II, and 251 had missed Motivation. Some may have missed more than 
one session. Notices were sent to each campus indicating who had missed 
sessions and when makeups were available. In addition, 25 central staff 
were notified of sessions missed and makeup sessions available. 

The original goal was to have all teachers and administrators attend 
Project BEST training. Those who missed sessions were sent notices in 
February of makeup sessions scheduled for June and August (see Attachment 
G-l for a sample). Of the 688 notified: 

• 477 (65%) signed up for makeup sessions; 

• 129 (19%) indicated they had attended the session or made it up 
elsewhere (Region XIII or on a local campus); 

• 62 (9%) had left AISD (retired or resigned); 

• 45 (7%) did not respond. 

* 

This documentation system was not perfect because: 

• All professionals 1 records were checked and not just teachers 
(other professionals could attend if they wanted to); 

• Absences are not alway? corded on the day taken; 

• A few staff not reported absent may have skipped the sessions; 
$ A variety of makeup opportunities were available but 

accountability for attending was limited. 

A "transcript" card similar to that used for time equivalence credit or a 
computerized attendance form might be considered for next year. 

California Research on Madeline Hunter 

A training program based on Madeline Hunter's work has been in operation 
in two schools in Napa/Vacaville, California since 1982-83 (1981-82 was a 
planning year). Jane Stallings and others evaluated project effective- 
ness (see references). Basic findings were that: 

• Teachers' use of elements of lesson design did improve in both 
reading and mathematics. The twelve teachers in the schools all 
three years showed high implementation of strategies. It should 
be noted that teachers were implementing strategies to some 
extent even before training. 

• Student engagement rates improved in both reading and 
mathematics. 

• Student achievement improved in reading two years (1982-83 and 
1983-84) and in mathematics 1932-83. 
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Figure S-l . PROJECT BEST TRAINING SCHEDULE FOR 1984-85. 
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AUSTIN INDEPENDENT SCHOOL DISTRICT 
Division of Instruction 



Attachment 6-1 
(Page 1 of 2) 

RECEIVED 

MAR 6 1335 

RESEARCH & EVALUATION 



Office of Staff Development 
& Student Teaching 




MEMORANDUM 



TO: 
FROM: 



0. R. E. - ^ K V>) 

Mike Pool, Coordinator ^*«'"" , J) 
Dr. Yolanda Leo, Associate Coordinator- 1 ^- 3^ 



11 u 



THROUGH: Ruth MacAlhster, .Elementary Education 
Dr. Freda Holleye^Secondary Education 

SUBJECT: Make-Up Sessions for 1984-1985 Project BEST 

DATE: February 28, 1985 



According to records provided us by the Department of Personnel , 
the following teachers missed the indicated '1985-1985 Project 
BEST training either because of absence or the fact that they 
were not hired as of that date. 

August 23, 1984 AM, Lesson Design I 



September 26, 1984 PM, Lesson Design II 



October 26, 1984 AMr^Motivation Theory 



Make-up sessions for these topics are scheduled to provide these teachers 
an ooporiunity to acquire this required training. Attending the make-up 
sessions will bring them to the same level of the Project BEST training as 
other AISD teachers prior to beginning the 1985-1986 training. 

Those attending these sessions may receive *j day TESD credit per session, 
either regular or special education credit. 



Over 



■ERiC 



6100 GUADALUPE. AUSTIN, TEXAS 7S7J2-4495 512 MS1-MU En. 323. 324 
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Attachment G-l 
(Page 2 of 2) 



Page 2 

Make-up Sessions for Project BEST 

1984-85 



The make-up sessions are scheduled as follows: 
June 4. 1985 



8:30 
1:00 



12:00 AM 
4:30 PM 



Session A 
Session B 



Lesson Design I 
Lesson Design II 



June 5, 1985 

8:30 - 12:00 AM 
1:00 - 4:30 PM 



Session C 
Session D 



Lesson Design I 
Lesson Design II 



June 6, 1985 

8:30 - 12:00 AM 
1:00 - 4:30 PM 



Session E - Motivation Theory 
Session F - Motivation Theory 



August 21 , 1985 

8:30 - 12:00 AM 
1:00 - 4:30 PM 



Session G 
Session H 



Lesson Design I 
Lesson Design II 



August 22, 1985 
8:30 - 12:00 AM 



Motivation Theory 



To enroll, teachers should call the Office of Staff Development, 451-8411, 
Ext. 322 and indicate which session(s) they will attend. 



The location of the sessions will be determined later. 



XC: Teachers listed 



Mp/mab 
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